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CURRENT TOPICS. 

THE FOLLOWING gentlemen have been appointed Examiners of 
Title under rule 248 of the Land Transfer Rules, 1898—namely : 
Mr F. Sratzarp, Mr. B. Horssrven, Mr. E. Home, Mr. W. 
Brinton, Mr. W. 8, Eastwoop, Mr. T. R. 0. Dri. 





held last 


Tz IncorrorateD Law Society, at the meeti 
e appoint- 


week, unanimously passed a resolution in favour of t 
ment of two new udges—one for the Queen’s Bench Division 
and one for the Satiecy Division. With one exception the 
need for such an appointment has for a long time been recog- 
nised, but unfortunately it is the authorities responsible for the 
payment of increased salaries who form the exception. Whether 
this latest expression of opinion will have any effect in urging 
on the Treasury we cannot say. It will be remembered that the 
General Council of the Bar in 1897 reported s' 'y in favour - 
of rag aes assistance for the Queen’s Division. 
It will also be remembered that Lord Russzxt, upon the occasion 
of the visit of the Lord Mayor to the Courts in November 
emphasised the need ber the os Geen which are now 

for by the iety. The ve nor, at the present 
moment is s y fet in the The judges 
themselves in tat division do all that is posible, to adbalenate 
the course of business, but with their best efforts the arrears are_ 
heavy and man; many manthe dagee Debosen Sie 25k Whe o5 Matas " 
is set down for hearing and the actual trial. It is not creditable 
to the administpation” of justice that such a. state of things 
should be allowed to continue. 





Tue FRESH batch of circulars relative to the Inohelates “as a3 
issued this week contains two features of legal interest. The 
first is the scheme of contribution “towards the 


—_ in certified inebriate reformatories,” 
ted under of tn Aa 1098 (aah coi i 

commi un iesiten't i C:) on + inte 

on indictment) ; 10s. 6d. a week for each Lame fsb | 
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under section 2 (the “drunk and disorderly” oe ” section) to a 
T4 














213 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








Feb: 4, 1899. 








reformatory certified for not more than 100 inmates—special 
arrangements are to be made in the case of larger institutions ; 
@ maximum of sixpence a day for each inmate out on licence, 
and the reasonable expenses of the removal of an inmate from 
one reformatory to another or to an auxiliary home when 
previously decided by the Secretary of State. The scheme is to 
last for three years only, from the Ist of April, 1899, and—an 
excellent piece of machinery for bringing local authorities into 
line—no Treasury grant will thereafter be paid in respect of any 
inmate committed under section 2 unless the proper local 
authority has made a contribution of 2s. 6d. The other point 
to which we refer is the prescribing of a minimum average of 
eighteen months’ detention. The ‘short sentence” theory is 
unworkable in the case of inebriates. 





Ir 1s opyrovs that the only reason for the statutory provision 
that bicycles must carry lighted lamps at night is that the 
approach of the vehicle should be visibly announced, when 
otherwise it would be too dark to see it. “ Night,”’ however, isa 
word which in time past has been found very hard to define, 
and therefore it is defined for various purposes in numerous 
statutes. Thus, with regard to burglary, it is defined by 
reference to an expression of time, and is said to be the period 
from nine o’clock in the evening to six o’clock in the morning. 
In other cases where the physical fact of its being light or dark 
is the important consideration, it is defined as the period 
between one hour after sunset and one hour before 
sunrise. This period is that within which, both in England 
and Scotland, by the Local Government Acts of 1888 and 1889 
respectively, bicycle lamps must bealight. As, however, sunset 
is a phenomenon which occurs at a different time every succeed- 
ing day, it is often necessary for magistrates who hear a charge 
of riding without a light to ascertain the exact time of sunset on 
the day in question. This magistrates usually do by taking the 
time of sunset at Greenwich from an almanack, and in London 
they are | rane right in so doing. In some parts of Great 
Britain, however, at certain times of the year there is a very 
great difference between the actual time of sunset and that at 
Greenwich. Magistrates have on many occasions refused to 
consider the actual time of sunset, and have held that 
they were bound to decide by the time of sunset at 
Greenwich. They have given as authority the Statutes (Defini- 
tion of Time) Act, 1880. That Act provides that whenever “ any 

ion of time” occurs in any statute, the time referred to 

shall, in Great Britain, be held to be Greenwich mean time. It 
seems clear, however, that “expression of time” means a 
reference tosome definite hour by the clock, and that ‘‘ sunset ” 
is not an expression of time but a reference to a physical fact. 
This has now been definitely settled by the High Court 
in the case of Gordon v. Cann, in which the court quashed 
@ conviction of magistrates, who had held that “sun- 
set” in the Local Government Act means sunset at Green- 
wich, and had convicted a person whose lamp was unlighted 
at a time an hour after sunset at Greenwich, but less 
than an hour after the actual setting of the sun at the place in 
uestion. Any other construction would, as was pointed out by 
Gnas , J., lead to a ridiculous state of things, for, if the 
magistrates were correct, a man on an unlighted bicycle, gazing 
at the sun in the sky, might be convicted for not having his 
lamp an hour after sunset. As at midsummer there is 
more than an hour’s difference between the time of sunset at 
certain places in Great Britain and the time at Greenwich, this 
reductio ad absurdum is founded on an actual possibility. Perhaps 
after this decision, some ingenious counsel, defending a prisoner 
for night poaching under the Night Poaching Act, 1828, may 
take a similar point to the advantage of his client, for by section 
12 of that Act ‘‘night ” is defined in the same way as the period 
during which bicyclists must ride with lighted lamps. 





Ir 18 sTeawce that the question which came before a Divisional 
Court ia Beardsley v. Beardsley (reported in another column) has 
not bstore been the subject of express judicial decision. Such, 
however, seems to be the case. The s 


an heir-at-law who has been cited as next-of-kin, and has 

ap in proceedings in the Probate Division to establish the 

will of a deceased person (but has not been so cited in his 

capacity of heir-at-law), is bound by the decision of the court in 

favour of the will, and is estopped from afterwards bringing, in 

respect of real estate of the deceased, an action of ejectment 

founded upon an alleged intestacy. A Divisional Court, 

consisting of Bruce and Riwey, JJ., have held that he is so 

estopped ; but the decision may be regarded as that of Brucg 
and Barvzs, JJ., for the latter learned judge was consulted, 

and expressed his assent to the substantive decision 

contained in the judgment given by Brucz, J., while 

Rotey, J., although a party to the decision, did not deliver a 
judgment. There can be no doubt that the practice of 
the Probate Court has been to bring the heir before the 
court in his capacity of heir, although he was already a party 
as one of the next-of-kin. The present practice is stated in 
Tristram and Coote (12th ed., p. 392) to be that ‘‘ where the heir- 
at-law has appeared in the suit in respect of the personal estate, 

he may be made a party in respect of the real estate by 
summons”; and, to turn to an older authority, in Lister v. Smith 
(1862, 10 W. R. 429) Sir Cresswett OresswEti permitted a 
citation to issue against an heir-at-law who was already a party. 
There are several other authorities as to the practice. It seems 
contrary to sound sense that it should be in any case necessary to 
cite a person to appear in a suit in which he had already 
appeared and to which he was a party; and in 1860 Sir 
CrEsswELL CrEsSsWELL seems to have adopted this view, not- 
withstanding the practice of his court; and in Hinberl+y v. 
Trevanion (29 L. J. P. & M. 142), he expresses a strong opinion 
to this effect. With this opinion Bruce, J., and Baryzs, J., 
agree. The practice of citing the heir as such a second 
time is pronounced to be followed ex abundanti cautela, and 
such citation is held to be im no way necessary. It is 
impossible to doubt the wisdom of this decision; no 
injustice to the heir can follow from it; if he is a party 
to the probate proceedings, no matter in what capacity, 
he has an opportunity of bringing the case against the will 
before the court, and if the result of the proceedings is that the 
will is upheld, he ought not to have an opportunity of re-trying 
the same issue upon an action of ejectment. Nor does the decision 
appear to run counter to the sections of the Court of Probate 
Act, 1857 (es. 61-63), which deal with the citation of persons 
interested in the real estate. If the law were that a person 
who had been a party to probate proceedings in one capacity 
should not be bound by those proceedings unless he were 
formally made a party in another capacity, such an anomaly 
would require speedy amendment. 





We rent elsewhere a letter from correspondents calling 
attention to an opinion expressed by the Inland Revenue 
Commissioners that a document such as that to which they 
refer requires to be stamped as a promissory note. The 
document in question is an engagement by a debtor, in 
consideration of time being allowed for payment of the debt, 
to pay the amount of the debt and a fixed sum for costs 
by weekly instalments of a specified amount, the instal- 
ments to be payable every Siotueliay as from a specified date: 
in default for five days in payment of any instalment the whole 
balance of the debt and costs to be at once recoverable. 
According to the definition 
Act, 1891, @ promissory note includes “ any document or writing 
(except a banknote) containing a promise to pay any sum 
of money.” The meaning of the same words in the Stamp 
Act, 1870, was considered in Mortgage Insurance Corporation v. 
Commissioners of Intand Revenue (21 Q. B. D. 352), and it was there 
pee out that they could not be taken literally. If so taken, said 

inDLEY, L.J., ‘all sorts of documents as to which it would be 
absurd to suppose that they would be treated for any purpose 
as promissory notes, such as bonds, mortgages, &c., which con- 
tain a promise to pay, would have to be stamped as promissory 
notes” ; and the necessary limitation to be placed on the words 
was expressed by the same authority as follows : ‘The section 
speaks of a document containing a promise to pay a sum of 
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money, not a fluctuating or unascertained sum; and I also 
think that ‘containing a promise to pay’ must mean that 
that is the substance of the document, the whole contents; it 
cannot mean containing a promise to pay forming one of a 
number of.stipulations. If the instrument is not merely a 
promise to pay, but contains a promise to pay in connection 
with a number of other stipulations, then I think it is not a 
promissory note within the meaning of the section.” Thus any 
instument which is restricted to a promise to pay a definite sum 
of money falls within the definition. In Yeo v. Dawe (33 W. R. 
739), Lord Esuer intimated that the document must be intended 
by the parties to be a promissory note; but this opinion was 
objected to by Bowzn, L.J., and was withdrawn in the Mortgage 
Insurance Corporation’s case. The document referred to by our 
correspondents contains no stipulations except those defining 
the mode of payment of the instalments, and, having 
regard to the language of the Act, it is not easy to see how it 
can be left out of the definition, The definition of a promissory 
note, said Bowen, L.J., in Yeo v. Dawe, ‘‘is one framed in the 
now usual mode of drafting—.¢., by taking a term with a well- 
known meaning and saying that it is to mean something else.” 
The inconvenience of bringing within the definition of a current 
commercial term documents which in practice have nothing in 
common with the class which the term covers is obvious, but 
= an inconvenience which the Stamp Act imposes on the 
public. 





TuE MEANING of the provision in the Criminal Evidence Act, 
that a prisoner who gives evidence may be cross-examined as to 
character where the nature or conduct of the defence is such as 
to involve imputations on the character of the prosecutor or the 
witnesses for the prosecution, has been illustrated this week by 
two decisions of Day, J., at the Lancaster Assizes. In the one 
of these cases, Reg. v. Fisher, the prisoner was indicted for an 
attempted rape upon the prosecutrix, and the latter was, in 
cross-examination by counsel for the defence, asked questions 
with the view of shewing that she had consented to what had 
been done. It is clearly an imputation upon the character 
of a woman to suggest that she had consented to 
acts such as. those charged against the prisoner. The 
nature of the defence necessarily involved this imputa- 
tion, and the judge therefore allowed the accused to be 
cross-examined as to previous convictions and character. This 
is a decision of considerable importance, considering the great 
number of cases of offences against women in which the defence 
of consent is set up. In the other case, Reg. v. Holmes, the 
prisoner was indicted for wounding his daughter with intent to 
do her grievous bodily harm. He was undefended by counsel, 
but he cross-examined the woman, and the tendency of his 
questions was to shew that she was (to use his own words) a 
“drunken wastrel.’”’ On the prisoner subsequently electin, 
to give evidence on oath, the prosecuting counsel claim 
the right to cross-examine as to character, on the ground 
of the imputation implied in these words, and the learned 
judge allowed the claim. In each case the cross-examina- 
tion shewed that the prisoner was of bad character and 
had been previously convicted, and in each case a conviction was 
recorded. Before the Act became law a prisoner could throw 
any amount of mud at witnesses for the prosecution, and still, 
unless he had given evidence of his own good character, the 
prosecution could not in return reveal to the jury the real 
character of the prisoner. Now this hardship has been 
removed, but the tradition remains, and prosecuting counsel, 
except in bad cases, have not as yet shewn any great eagerness 
to shew up a prisoner’s previous misdeeds before conviction. 
This is generous, no doubt, but it is by no means beyond dispute 
whether juries who have an issue to decide of ‘‘ guilty” or 
“not guilty’ should not in all cases know the reputation and 
past history of the accused. No one can deny that a person 
who has once been proved to bea thief is more likely to steal 
again than a person who has hitherto lived an honest life 
This should not be allowed to weigh too heavily against a 
“ned but it is a matter which might well be considered. 

nyhow, as the full meaning of the words of the statute become 
more clearly realized, cross-examination as to character will 
probably become more and more common, And, apart from 


cross-examination, juries will soon (as they are already 
beginning to do) presume bad character in @ pritoner unless he 
gives some evidence of his good character. 





—_— 


Tue case of Reg. v. Powell (reported in another column) raised 
some curious questions of parish law, and it is unfortunate that a 
formal judgment only was given by the learned judges (LAwWRANCE 
and Cuannewt, JJ.) who decided it. It was an application for a 
mandamus by the assistant overseer of a rural parish to the 
overseers of the same parish to deliver to him the rate-books in 
order to enable him to perform his duty of collecting the rates. 
The overseers had declined to do this, on the ground, apparently, 
that they wished to collect the rates themselves. The assistant 
overseer had been appointed by the parish council under section 
5 (1) of the Local Government Act, 1894, and the first question 
raised was as to whether his appointment by resolution of the parish 
council, and without the execution of any instrument, was valid. 
The court easily came totheconclusion that the resolution was suffi 
cient, and having regard to the decisions such as Smith v. Hirst (23 
L, T. 665) as to the analogous case of appointments of officers 
under the Public Health Acts, this part of their decision can hardly 
be questicned ; though it is preferable that all such appointments 
should be made by a duly executed instrument. But on the main 
decision, that the assistant overseer was entitled to the manda- 
mus, more difficult questions arise. The power to appoint such 
an officer is derived in the first instance from 59 Geo. 3, c, 12, 
8. 7, which enables a parish vestry to nominate ‘‘any discrete 

rson ’’ to be assistant overseer of the parish and to specify the 

uties to be executed by him ; this nomination had to be supple- 
mented by a formal appointment by two justices, and the person 
so appointed was authorized by the Act to execute all such of 
the duties of an overseer as were expressed in his warrant o 
appointment. It was, however, held in Skingley v. Surridge 
(12 L. J. M. C. 122) that where the resolution of the vestry did 
not specify the duties but merely appointed a person assistant 
overseer, he was appointed to execute all the duties of an 
overseer, so that the resolution should not be construed to bea 
nullity. The resolution of the parish council in Reg. v. Poweil 
was of this indefinite character. Then 7 & 8 Vict. c. 101, s. 61, 
provides that every assistant overseer appointed under the Act 
of Geo. 3 shall “‘obey in all matters relating to the duties of 
overseer all directions of the majority of the overseers of 
the parish for which he acts.” 





Tue Locat Government Act, 1894, s. 5, merely transfers 
to the parish council the power of appointing and revoking 
the appointment of an asistant overseer : it does not (expressly, 
at all events) alter the law as to his duties when appointed, 
or as to his relations with the overseers. The assistant 
overseer is a paid officer: the overseers are unpaid and have 
important duties and a cast upon them by 
numerous statutes: it is obvious that the object of appoint- 
ing an assistant overseer is to relieve the overseers of some 
or all of the burden which they bear gratuitously. A case 
in which the overseers decline to allow this burden to be taken 
off their shoulders by an officer who has been appointed at a 
—e for that pur is remarkable, and it is not surprising 
that little light is thrown upon such a case by reported decisions. 
In Reg, v. Christchurch (27 L. J. M. C. 23) a mandamus was 
granted against overseers to deliver the rate-books to a 
collector of poor rates, and this case seems to have been 
referred to as an authority in Reg. v. Powell. But in the 
Christchurch case the applicant for the mandamus was not 
an assistant overseer appointed under the Acts already referred 
to, but a collector appointed under a special power in 
a local Act; it does not appear that he was subject to the 
authority of the overseers in the same sense that an assistant 
overseer is so subject by reason of the provisions of 7 & 8 Vict. 
&. 101, 8. 61, above quoted. It may be questioned whether 
sufficient attention was paid to those provisions in Reg v. Powell. 
The court seem to have consid that the overseers were 
opposing the declared will of the parish council who had decided 

at the applicant should be assistant overseer, and that when 





there was such an officer the overseers were not entitled to collect 
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the rates themselves ; this view does not seem to accord with the 
view taken in the statutes of the position of overseers and an 
‘assistant overseer it would seem rather that if the overseers 
refuse to avail themselves of the services of their assistant they 
are within their rights in doing so, and the remedy of the parish 
eouncil (naturally unwilling that the assistant should receive a 
salary for'n6 service) would be to deprive the overseers of his 
assistance b se the appointment of the assistant overseer, 
which they have ample power to do. 





Tue ossect of Hinde Palmer’s Act (32 & 33 Vict.c. 46) was 
to put all creditors of a deceased person, whether by specialty or 
simple contract, upon the same footing, and it might be supposed 
that it is now the duty of an executor to pay all rateably ; but 
the -attainment of this result has been rendered difficult by the 
continuance, subject only to this statutory change, of the pre- 
vious law. In such law there were two rules which militated 

inst equality as among various creditors of the same class. 
An executor might prefer one creditor to others of the same class, 
and he might retain his own debt—really a special case of pre- 
ference—as against other debts of the same class. The effect of 
the passing of Hinde Palmer’s Act might reasonably have 
been held to be to abolish both these rules, and, as just 
suggested, to require the executors to deal rateably with 
all creditors, themselves included. On the other hand, if 
the distinction between specialty and simple contract creditors 
was to be treated as abolished, and at the same time the old rules 
were to be applied to the new state of things, it was a plausible 
contention that the executor’s rights of retainer and prefer- 
ence now enabled him to retain his own simple contract debt, or to 
prefer such a debt of another as against creditors of a superior 
degree. So far as regards the right of preference, this latter 
view appears to have been adopted by Kexerwion, J., in Re 
Orsmond (4 Times L. R. 73), and in that case an executor was 
allowed to prefer simple contract creditors to the prejudice of 
specialty creditors. But the same course has not been adopted 
with respect to the right of retainer. This right is not abolished 
by Hinde Palmer’s Act (Crowder v. Stewart, 16 Ch. D. 368), but 
it has not been enlarged so as to enable an executor to retain his 
debt «s against a creditor of higher degree than himself ( Wilson v. 
Cozwell, 23 Ch. D. 764), though incidentally he may be bene- 
fited by the circumstance that the fund for payment of simple 
contract debts is augmented (Re Jones, 81 Ch. D. 440). Upon 
this state of the authorities Nortn, J., had to consider recently 
in Re Hankey whether the suggested distinction between the 
right-to prefer and the right to retain is sound, and he has held 
that it is not; in other words, he has not followed the decision 
of Kexewicu, J., in Re Orsmond. An executor’s right of pre- 
ference, like the right of retainer, still exists; but, notwith- 
standing that all creditors are placed on the same footing, it 
exists a as between creditors whose debts under the former 
law would have been in the same class as the debt retained or 
preferred. This seems the fairest result that can be attained 
under the present law. 





Any casx affecting the jurisdiction of the county courts is not 
without interest, seeing how popular those tribunals have 
become, and what a volume of litigation is there annually 
disposed of. No spology need, therefore, be offered for referring 
briefly, in these culumns, to the recent case of Watson v. Petts, 
where the point to be determined was whether a county court 
judge has power to award costs against a defendant where he has 
m0 jurisdiction to try the case. In that case the plaintiff sought 
to recover, in the county court, damages for a trespass to land, 
and also an injunction. The defence set up was a right of way 
over the locus im quo, and, on the original hearing of the action, 
judgment was reserved. Before its delivery, however, the case 
at the defendant’s request, re-opened, and eventually 
, when, on its appearing that the rent of the plaintiff's 
exceeded £50 a year, the county court judge allowed the 
s objection (then first taken) that there was no j 
diction to try the action, having regard to the terms of section 


ft 


Ef 
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60 of the County Courts Act, 1988, and struck out the cause 





from his list. At the same time, in dealing with the costs of 
the action, the county court judge ordered the plaintiff 
to pay the defendant’s costs, and also his own to the 
first hearing, and the defendant to pay the plaintiff’, 
costs of the application to re-open the case, and of a com- 
mission obtained by the defendant for the examination of 
an old and infirm witness, and “such costs of the second 
hearing as the registrar thinks to have been rightly incurred by 
the plaintiff.” The defendant thereupon, by summons at 
chambers, sought to prohibit proceedings on so much of this 
order as directed him to pay costs, and on this summons being 
dismissed by Lawrance, J., appealed to the Queen’s Bench 
Division, when the court (Dar.ine and OnanneEtt, JJ.) held that 
the decision originally given must be affirmed, as sections 88, 89, 
and 113 of the County Courts Act, 1888, which must be read 
together, enabled the county court judge to make the order as to 
costs complained of by the defendant. That, under the circum. 
stances above mentioned, the order in question was a proper 
order to make, will hardly be denied. It is, therefore, satis- 
factory to find that, in the opinion of the court, there was 
statutory power to make it. 





THERE COULD hardly be any doubt as to the question raised in 
Starey v. Graham before a Divisional Court (Lawrance and 
CHANNELL, JJ.) with respect to the position of a patent agent 
who was in practice before the Patents, &c., Act, 1888, came 
into force and who had not been registered under that Act. 
Section 1 of the Act enacted that after the Ist of July, 1889, a 
person should not be entitled to describe himself as a patent 
agent unless he was registered as such in pursuance of the Act, 
and the Board of Trade were required to make general rules for 
giving effect to the section. “Phere was @ proviso that every 
person who proved to the satisfaction of the Board of Trade 
that, prior to the passing of the Act he had been bond fide 
practising as a patent agent, should be entitled to be registered. 
So far it seems clear that after the date mentioned in the Act all 
persons practising as patent agents had to be registered, though 
as to persons already in practice it would not have been 
competent for the Board of Trade to require them to shew their 
qualification by passing an examination. Reliance was placed, 
however, on behalf of the appellant in the above case, who had 
failed to procure registration, upon the general saving of section 
27, which provides that “nothing in this Act shall affect the 
validity of any act done, right acquired, or liability incurred 
before the commencement of this Act.” But the court declined, 
and it would seem rightly, to allow this general provision to 
override the specific earlier provision which obviously imposed 
registration in all cases. The registration does not interfere 
with any right. It simply furnishes a means by which the 
status of the agent is certified. 








COVENANTS IN RESTRAINT OF TRADE, 


Aw interesting difference of opinion has been exhibited in the 
Court of Appeal this week in Underwood § Son (Limited) v. 
Barker as to the rules which now govern the validity of covenants 
in restraint of trade. The plaintiffs were hay and straw 
merchants of Brentford who did an extensive wholesale and 
retail trade in the United Kingdom, France, Belgium, Holland, 
and Oanada, and had permanent places of business in the United 
Kingdom and France. In October, 1897, they entered into an 
agreement to employ the defendant as clerk and foreman at 
Calais or elsewhere at a weekly wage of 35s., and the defendant 
agreed that he would not ‘‘for the space of twelve months next 
after his leaving or being dismissed carry on the business of hay 
or straw merchant, or enter into the service 6f or act as agent for 
any person or persons carrying on the business of hay and straw 
merchant in the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, 
or in France, or in the kingdom of Belgium or Holland, or in 
the Dominion of Canada.” There was a further stipulation 
by which, so far as related to France, the defendant bound him- 


uris- | self in the same manner for the oo of five years after his leaving 


the plaintiffs’ employment, and the sum of £500 was fixed as 
liquldnted damages for any breach of these stipulations. The 
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defendant served under the agreement at Oalais for about four 
months and was then removed to London at an increased wage ; 
but in November last be left the plaintiffs of his own accord and 
entered the service of a hay and straw merchant in Mark-lane. 
Thereupon the plaintiffs moved for an injunction to restrain a 
breach of the first restrictive stipulation. 

The doctrine of the invalidity of covenants in restraint of 
trade has been frequently discussed in recent years, notably in 
the case of Nordenfelt v. Maxim Nordenfelt Co. (Limited) (1894, 
A. ©, 535), and the views presented in the leading case of 
Mitchel v. Reynolds (1 P. Wms. 181, 1 8m. L. C., 10th ed., p. $91), 
have been materially altered. Primd facie such covenants 
were invalid upon grounds of public policy; they deprived 
the person upon whom the restriction was placed of his means 
of livelihood, they deprived the public of his services, and 
they might tend toa monopoly, But, in spite of this primd facie 
invalidity, it was open to the party claiming the benefit of the 
covenant to shew that it was given for a sufficient consideration, 
and that under the circumstances of the case it was reasonable. 
It was, however, impossible to urge the plea of reasonableness 
on behalf of a covenant in general restraint of trade—that is, 
a covenant which prevented the party restrained from carrying 
on his business at all, for, according to the then requirements of 
business, such a restraint was greater than could ibly be 
needed for the protection of the covenantee. ‘‘ What does it 
signify,” said Lord Macctzsrretp in the case just cited, “to a 
tradesman in London what another does at Newcastle?” And 
subsequently, ‘‘It can never be useful to any man to restrain 
another from trading in all places, though it may be to restrain 
him from trading in some, unless he intends a monopoly, which 
is a crime.” 

The changes which have taken place in the law since Mitchel 
v. Reynolds was decided may be shortly stated by reference to 
the judgment of Fry, L.J., in Davies v. Davies (36 W. R. 92, 
36 Oh. D., p. 397), and to the recent House of Lords case already 
cited. ‘‘In Mitchel v. Reynolds,” said Fry, L.J., “it was con- 
sidered that the adequacy of the consideration was a matter to be 
investigated by the court. The courts have since repudiated 
their capacity to investigate that point. The law as laid down in 
that case created a presumption of invalidity against the con- 
tract. That burden of proof has since been shifted as soon as it 
has been shewn that the contract has been entered into for the 


. protection of the interest of one of the contracting parties.” But 


the further point, whether there was an absolute rule prohibiting 
covenants in general restraint of trade, or whether as to such 
covenants alsothe test of reasonableness was to be applied, was left 
open in the judgment of the Lord Justice. Asis well known, it 
has been decided in the Wordenfelt case that here, too, the law has 
undergone development, and that whatever views may formerly 
have been held on the subject of covenants in general restraintjof 
trade, there is nothing in them at the present time so contrary 
to public "ang as necessarily to make them invalid. In con- 
sidering that case it is important to remember that the covenant 
there in question was a covenant entered into upon the sale of a 
business, and it was held that, under the — circumstances 
of the business, its effectual transfer was dependent upon the 
vendor being precluded from entering into a similar business in 
any part of the world. ‘‘The rule as to general restraint of 
trade,” said Bowen, L.J., when the case was before the Court of 
Appeal (1893, 1 Ch., p. 667), “ought not, in my judgment, to 
apply where 4 trader or manufacturer finds it necessary for the 
advantageous transfer of a business in which he is so interested, 
and for the adequate protection of those who buy it, to 
covenant that he will retire altogether from the trade which 
is being disposed of, provided always the covenant is one the 
tendency of which is not injurious to the public.” And by this 
last qualification he referred to the possible growth of a 
monopoly: ‘A rule founded on public policy does not admit 
of any exception which would really produce public mischief ; 
such might possibly be the case if it was caloulated to create a 
peestayens monopoly in articles for English use—a point I 

esire to leave open, and one which, Rotee to the 
growth of syndicates and trusts, may some day or other become 
extremely important.” 

It is unnecessary to refer at length to the judgments 
delivered in the same case in the House of Lords since they 








support the views already expressed. A covenant in general 
rentraint of trade, at any rate when it is entered into pan the 
transfer of a business, is not necessarily void. It must, like 
any other covenant in restraint of trade, be submitted to the 
test of whether it is reasonably necessary for the protection of 
the covenantee, and, further, it must not be injurious to the 
public; but if it satisfies these : the covenant will 
be enforced. “ It is,” said Macnacuren, “a sufficient 
justification, and indeed it is the only justification, if the re- 
striction is reasonable—reasonable, that is, in reference to the 
interests of the parties concerned and reasonable in reference to 
the interests of the public, so framed and so guarded as to 
afford adequate protection to the party in whose favour it is im- 
posed, while at the same time it is in no way injurious to the 
ublic. 

2 In the present case of Underwood & Son (Limited) vy. Barker 
before the Court of Appeal the question was whether the same 
view is to prevail when the covenant in general restraint 
of trade is contained in a contract of service, and on 
this point Vavcnan Wuuttams, L.J., differed from the 
majority of the court (Liyptzy, M.R, and Ricsy, LJ.) 
It is to be noticed that in several cases recently the 
validity of partial restrictions in contracts of service has been 
enforced on the ground of reasonableness (see Baines v. Geary, 
85 Ch. D. 154; Rogers v. Maddocks, 1892, 3 Ch. 346), though, 
as Linptey, L.J., in the present case pointed out, they will not 
be enforced if the restriction extends beyond what is necessary 
for the protection of the covenantee, and if the reasonable part 
of the restriction is not severable from the unreasonable part 
(Perls v. Saalfeld, 1892, 2 Ch. 149); though, so far as the 
reasonable part is severable, it will be enforced (Rogers ¥. 
Maddocks, supra). Primd facie it might be supposed that similar 
considerations apply whether the restraint is partial or general. 
The Nordenfelt case, although it was immediately concerned only 
with the sale of a business, yet shewed that the notion 
of the necessary invalidity of a general restraint was 
discarded, and this must be so whatever the occasion 
upon which the covenant is entered into. The sole 
tests in all cases are that the covenant shall not be more 
extensive than is reasonably required for the protection of the 
covenantee, while at the same time it is not to be injurious to 
the public. The only possibility of distinguishing the cases of 
a contract of service and of a sale of a business seems to lie 
in the latter requirement. Is a general restraint imposed upon 
a servant calculated to injure the public, while such a restraint 
imposed on a vendor, provided it does not tend to a monopoly, 
is not? It is upon this question that the Court of Ap ve 
differed. ‘In the case of master and servant,” said Vavenan 
Wiurams, L.J., ‘the servant does not enter into the contract 
with the same freedom of choice as that with which a person 
buys a business, and the restraint on the servant from earning 
his livelihood in the manner best suited to his capacity seems to 
me to be a restriction of individual liberty in which the public 
has a deep interest. 

As to the importance of this consideration there is no doubt, 
but it is not equally clear that it can be used in the manner 
suggested by Lord Justice Vavenan Wittiaus. The objection 
founded on the interference with individual liberty — comes 
ia at an earlier stage of the matter. It is one of the elements 
upon which the primd facte invalidity of the restriction is founded, 
but this primd facie invalidity is removed as soon as it is shewn 
that the restriction is no greater than is reasonably necessary 
for the protection of the covenantee. The f of the reason- 
ableness of the covenant gets rid of its prima facie invalidity, and 
at the same time rid, it would seem, of the objection that 
the covenant int with the li of action of the coven- 
antor. It only remains, then, to consider whether the covenant 
is injurious to the public, and it is hardly possible to suggest 
that it is injurious to the public because it interferes with the 
individual hberty of the covenantor. At this stage it is more 
important to notice the interest the public have in the perform- 
ance of contracts, and substanti this is the 
which prevailed with the majority of the Court of Appeal. In 
entering into the covenant the covenantor so far as he is 
concerned, consented to give up his li of action 
and it is not an injury to the rest of the public that he 
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be held to his contract. Since, therefore, it appeared that the 
covenant above stated was not more extensive than was reason- 
ably necessary for the protection of the covenantees, it was held 
that; notwithstanding its generality, it ought to be enforced. 








THE LATE MR. HENRY ROSCOE. 


Tur death of Mr. Roscoe came, with a great shock to his many 

 ffiends and to his colleagues on the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society. He had not been well for some time past, but no appre- 
hension was entertained of any immediate danger, and we believe he 
was in attendance at bis office in the week during which he died. 
There occurred, however, a sudden failure of the heart’s action, and he 
passed away on the 26th ult., at the age of sixty-eight years. 

Mr. Rosco was one of the small group of men to whose unremitting 
exertions, extending over many years, the present position of the 
Incorporated Law Society is due. There happened to be combined 
in them, together with ability and sagacity, a strong desire to give 
their gratuitous services to the interests of the profession; and the 
result was that these men, all of them engaged in large practices, 
grudged no time or trouble to the work of the society, and shewed 
no slackness in this respect as they grew older. In this respect Mr. 
RoscoE was excelled by few of his colleagues. We believe that 
almost up to the time of his death many of his afternoons in each 
week were occupied in attendance at council or committee meetings 
at the Law Institution, and at an age when most men would be 
seeking release from work, he was still as eager as ever in his devotion 
to his work on the Council. But this was characteristic of the man. 
In his own practice he never shirked work and would never allow 
matters falling within his province to be transacted by deputy to 
which he could possibly attend personally. He was in all respects a 
model of conscientious and strenuous attention to business, and this 
quality was combined with strong common sense and singular 
modesty and unobtrusiveness. 

‘Mr. Roscok was the son of Mr. RopERT Roscog, solicitor, and the 

mdson of WILLIAM Roscor, the well-known historian. He was 

rm in 1830, and was educated at University College School, London. 
After being articled to one of the partners in the firm of Sherpe, 
Field, & Jackson, of Bedford-row, he was admitted in 1856, and 
about two years later joined the late Mr. E. W. FIELD in partnership 
under the firm of Field & Roscoe. Mr. FIELD, who was a man of 
great ability, and had filled the office of secretary to the Law Courts 
Commission, died in 1871, and from that date Mr. RoscoE was the 
head of the firm, then known as Field, Roscoe, Field, & Francis, but 
now known as Field, Roscoe, & Co. 

In 1873 Mr. Roscoxz joined the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, and in 1885 was elected president. In that year the annual 

rovincial meeting was held at Liverpool, with which his forefathers 
been connected, and the Mayor, in welcoming the society, 
remarked that the name of Roscoe was an honoured one in Liver- 
pool. The president’s address was eminently practical, dealing 
mainly with the measures which had been before Parliament in the 
p ing session. In the course of it he referred to the Criminal 
widence Bill, and predicted that the change proposed by it, when 
it came into operation, would be a salutary one. ‘‘ Which one of us, 
tlemen,” he asked, “‘ if falsely accused of a criminal offence, would 
not, beyond all things, desire to give his own account on oath of the 
transaction out of which the charge had arisen? And if{an innocent 
man would greatly desire the proposed change in the law, I fail to 
see why it should be refused because it may not at all times be 
pleasing to the guilty, who would have to elect between giving 
evidence which might be shaken to pieces on cross-examination, or 
declining to give it, which might of itself prejudice them in the eyes 
the uy A considerable part of the address was, however, 
occupied by a refutation of the cry against lawyers, which, for 
electioneering and party purposes, had been then recently raised. 
He shewed that lawyers had been the consistent supporters, and 
frequently the suggesters, of all the numerous improvements in the 
law affecting real property, and had laboured to facilitate the transfer 
of land; and that their objection to the system of registration of 
title arose from their conviction that evil, instead of good, would 
arise to the public from the change and the intervention of officialism. 

Mr. Roscoz was not a frequent speaker at the meetings of the 

Law Society, but many will remember the strong 

” he made at one of the meetings in 1896, “‘ as the representa- 

tive of a large agenvy house,” against the «bolition of the Long 

Vaeation. He was for many years a director of the Law Guarantee 
and Trust Society (Limited). 








The Lord Chief Justice has consented to preside at the Anniversary 
Festival of the Printers’ Yension, Alashouse, and Orphan Asylum Corpora 
tion, to be held at the Hotel Metropole on the lith of April. 





REVIEWS. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Law relating to Public Libraries and Museums and Literary 
and Scientific Institutions. With much Practical Information Usefal 
to Managers, Committees, and Officers of all Classes of Associations 
aud Clubs connected with Literature, Science, and Art. Including 
Precedents of Bye-Laws and Regulations, the Statutes in full, and 
Brief Notes of Leading Cases. By GEoRGE F. CuamBers, F.R.A.S., 
Barrister-at-Law, and H. West FovarGuE, Town Clerk of Eastbourne. 
Fourth Edition. Knight & Co. 

The Elements of Roman Law Summarized. A Concise Digest of the 
Matter contained in the Institutes of Gaius and Justinian, with Copious 
references arranged in parallel columns; also Chronological and 
Analytical Tables, List of Laws, &c.- Primarily designed for use of 
Students preparing for Examination at Oxford, Cambridge, and the 
Inns of Court. By Srymour F. Harris, B.C.L., M.A. Third 
Edition, Revised. Stevens & Haynes. 

A Treatise on the Law cf Markets and Fairs, with the Principal 
Statutes relating thereto. By J. G. PEAsE, B.A., Barrister-at-Law, 
and HERBERT Curry, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Knight « Co. 


Fry’s Laws of Vaccination, containing the Vaccination Acts, 1867, 
1871, 1874, and 1898 ; the Local Government Board Act, 1871; the 
Order of the Local Government Board of the 18th of October, 1898; 
the Circulars of the Local Government Board of the 10th of August 
and the 2lst of October, 1898; Hints to Public Vaccinators and 
Vaccination Officers, &c. With Introduction, Notes, and Indexes, 
Seventh Edition. By A. F. VuLLIAMyY, Clerk to the Ipswich Board 
of Guardians. Knight & Co. 


The Law Magazine and Review: A Quarterly Review of Juris- 
prudence. February, 1899. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


Catalogue of all the More Important British and Colonial Law 
Books Published during the Last Ten Years. With a List of Current 
Periodicals and a very full Index of Subjects. Forming a Supple- 
ment to Sweet & Maxwell’s Catalogue of Modern Law Books. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Hadden’s Handbook on the Local Government Acts, 1894-97, for 
Parish Councils and Perish Meetings; being a Complete and 
Practical Guide to the above Acts aud the Incorporated Enactments. 
By W. H. Dumspay, Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. Hadden, 
Best, & Co. 

Practice on the Summons for Directions ; being a Collection of the 
Rules and Forms as to Directions, and the various Enactments and 
Rules of Court affected thereby; with Notes giving the General 
Practice under Ord. 30, and Shewing its Influeuce on Other 
Branches of Procedure. By Francis A. STRINGER, Central Office, 
Royal Courts of Justice. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


WHAT IS A PROMISSORY NOTE FOR THE 
OF STAMP DUTY? 


[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—A client of ours instructed us to collect for him a debt of £40. 
We wrote the debtor for payment in the usual way, and he made an 
offer to pay by instalments. This offer our client instructed us to 
accept, provided the debtor would pay our costs, and we accordingly 
prepared a memorandum, a copy of which, as regards all material 
parts, we send you herewith, whereby, in consideration of time being 
given him, the debtor agreed to pay the amount of the debt by 
instalments and, in additicn, our costs in relation to the matter. 

We presented this document for stamping with a 6d. stamp as an 
ordinary agreement, but the solicitor at the marking department 
refused to stamp it as such, stating that it was a bond, c.venant, or 
instrument being the ‘‘only or principal or primary security for 
- . » any sum or sums of money at stated periods,” withiu the 
meaning of section 41 of the Stamp Act, and that the stamp duty 
payable was an ad valorem stamp daty of 1s, 3d. 

We declined to pay this amount, and submitted the document for 
adjudication, pointing out, in our memorial to the commissioners, 
that it was an almost obvious fallacy to describe the document as a 
security. 

In due course, the document was adjudicated upon, and, as the 
result, we were told that the document could not be stamped at all, 
as it fell within the definition of a promissory note contained in 
section 33 of the Stamp Act, 1891. 

Not satisfied with this decision, which was conveyed verbally to our 
clerk, we wrote the Comwissioners of Inland Revenue on the 17th inst. 
a letter setting out our views on the case, and we received a reply 


PURPOSES 











— 











rd 


W, 


diy 
he 
8 ; 
ist 
id 
es. 
rd 


Ww 
ant 
le- 
x3. 


for 
ind 
its. 
en, 


the 
nd 
ral 
her 
ice, 


SES 


P40. 
) au 
3 to 
igly 
rial 
ing 
; by 


3 an 
nent 
t, or 
for 
the 
luty 


, for 
ners, 
as & 


3 the 
t all, 


d in 
) our 
inst. 
eply 


zi . Feb. 4; 1899. 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 43.] 223 











from the assistant solicitor to the Inland Revenue, bearing date the 
24th inst., in which he upheld the view that the document fell within 
the definition of a promissory note, and stated that the course open to 
us, in case we had to sue upon the document, was to tender the 
instrument with the stamp duty to which we considered it was liable, 
and the penalty, in court, in which case it would be for the judge to 
determine whether or not the contention of the Inland Revenue was 
well founded. 

It has not yet become necessary for us to sue upon the document, 
although this may become necessary, but as the point is one of im- 
portance to solicitors, we have ventured to trouble you with the facts 
of the case. } 

Personally we consider the point one of some importance, as it very 
often happens that a creditor is willing to give a debtor time if he 
will pay by instalments, and will also pay costs, but we venture to 
think that a promissory note, which is quite an inelastic document, is 
not always a desirable method of stating the terms agreed upon. 

39, Eastcheap, London, Jan. 25. C. & E. WooDROFFE, 

[See observations in “‘ Current Topics.””—Eb. S..J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


HODSON AND WIFE v. PARE. No.1. 27th Jan. 


DeraMATION—LiseL—PriviLece—Lunacy Procerpincs—RecertTion OrDER 
—SraTEMENT IN ParticuLars—AssotuTe Privirece—Lvunacy Act, 1890 
(53 & 54 Vicr. c. 7), ss. 4, 5, 9, 28, 317. 


Appeal from the decision of Grantham, J., at chambers, reversing an 
order of the Master, who had, under ord. 25, r. 4, struck out the state» 
ment of claim, as disclosing no cause of action, and had dismissed the 
action as vexatious and an abuse of the process of the court. The state- 
ment of claim was as follows: (1) The plaintiffs are the father and mother 
of the defendant’s wife and of two other daughters, who are unmarried, 
and of five sons. (2) Un or about the 16th of August, 1898, the defendant 
presented a petition for a reception order in respect of his said wife 
pursuant to the provisions of the Lunacy Act, 1890, ss. 4 and 5, and 
signed a statement of particulars by which such petition was accompanied, 
and caused the said petition and statement of particulars to be delivered 
and presented to Richard Gleed as a justice of the peace for the parts of 
Holland, Lincolnshire, having a in the place where the defend- 
ant’s said wife was then alleged by him to be. (3) The defendant, in the 
said statement of particulars fal-ely and maliciously wrote and published 
of the female plaintiff, in the form of an answer to the question, ‘“‘ whether 
any near relative has been afflicted with insanity,’’ the words following, that 
is to say, ‘* Yes’’ (meaning thereby that some near relative of his said wife 
had been afflicted with insanity); ‘“‘her mother with puerperal mania” 
(meaning thereby that the female plaintiff had been afflicted with that form 
of insanity). (4) The defendant further meant by the eaid words that the 
plaintiff's children had an hereditary predisposition to insanity, and that 
his said wife as one of them was then insane in consequence of such pre- 
disposition. (5) By reason of the premises, the plaintiffs have respectively 
been brought into contempt and disrepute, both personally and in 
of their children, and have suffered great annoyance and been injured in 
their social reputation and character as a family. The plaintiffs claimed 
damages. Grantham, J., refused to strike out the statement of claim as 
disclosing no cause of action upon the ground that the question was one 
recess should not be decided upon this summary application. The defendant 
a ed. 

Oe Covrt (A. L. Smrrn and Currry, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Suirn, L.J., said that the question was clearly upon the 
statement of claim, whether the statement complained of in the particulars 
was made ina judicial or an administrative proceeding. If in the former, 
the statement was absolu’ely privileged ; if in the latter, it was not. The 
statement was made to a justice of the peace in a proceeding to obtain a 
reception order. Section 4 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, forbade the reception 
and detention of a person, not being a pauper or a lunatic so found by 
inquisition, as a lunatic in an institution for lunatics, or asa single patient, 
unless under a reception order made by the judicial authority thereinafter 
mentioned. Section 9, sub-section 1, defined the ‘‘ judicial authority ’’ as 
a justice of the peace specially appointed, a county court judge, or a 
stipendiary magistrate. It was contended that the judicial authority 
exercised merely administrative functions in signing a reception 
order, in the eame way as the London County Council, in hearing 
applications for music and dancing licences, acted administratively : 





see Royal Aquarium and Summer and Winter Garden Society v. Parkinson 
(40 W. R. 450; 1892, 1 Q. B. — It seemed clear to his lordship from | 
the provisions of the Act that the judicial authority exercising lunacy 
jurisdiction was exercising judicial functions. It was said that the | 
evidence was not taken upon oath. The answer to that objection was that | 
the statements in the petition, in the iculars, and in the medical | 
certificates were made evidence by the Act (sections 6, 28) ; and by section 
317 if any person made a wilful misstatement therein he was guilty of a 
misdemeanour. It was further urged in opposition to this view that the 
alleged lunatic was not called before the judicial authority. That, 
however, could not affect the question of absolute immunity, because a } 
statement made on an ev parte proceeding before a magistrate in court was 
absolutely privileged. It was next said that the reception order did not | 


affect the status of the alleged lunatic. In his it did. As long, 
as the order stood the lunatic was not en to be a free : 
He therefore held, upon the true construction of the Act, that the jud'cial 
authority exercising lunacy jurisdiction, as stated in the statement of 
claim, was exercising judicial and any statement made in the 
course of that was absolu' privileged. The appeal must 
Gene Ld, spake eae eet eee ee 

itty, L.J., agreed. This: was a judicial proceedi acco to 
the statute. It commenced with a petition and sstement of peracalare 
in the form given in Schedule 2 of the Act, and the answer alleged to be 
defamatory was given in answer to a question ified in that form. It 
was eaid that the evidence was not given on ; but the answer to that 
was — Act itself s ~ what should yay —- and by 
section it e proceedings enacting @ person 
making a wilful misstatement should be ty of a misdemeanour. 
Moreover, the judicial authority could call other ms and administer 
an oath. The statement, therefore, was absolutely privileged, and the 
statement of claim should be struck out and the action dismissed under 
ord. 25, r. 4—Counset, Blake Odgers, Q.C., and Etherington Smith ; R. M. 
Bray, Q.C., and Willoughby Williams. Souicrrors, Indermaur & Brown, for 
Cliford § Perkins, Lesatbesvedh : Dalston, Son, §& Elliman, for Turner, 
Barrows, & Moss, Nottingham. 

{Reported by W. F. Banay, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
STAREY v. GRAHAM. Div. Court. 25th Jan. 


Parent Acent—Recistration—Person Pracrisinc as Parent Acent 
Prior To THE Passine or THE Act—** Ricut Acqurrep’’—Rvuies Mapg ny 
Boarp or Trape—Parsents, Desiens, anp Trape-Marks Act, 1888, ss. 1 
anp 27—Recister or Patent Acsnts Rvuxes, 1889 anp 1891—Parenr 
Rutes, 1890 


In this case the question was raised whether a patent agent who bond 
fide practised as such before the passing of the Patents, Designs, and 
e-Marks Act, 1888, is entitled to describe himself as a patent agent 
without being registered in pursuance of the Act, and without ha 
paid the fee imposed by the Register of Patent Agents Rules, 1889. 
Section 1 of the Act of 1888 enacts that after the lst of July, 1888, 
no person shall be entitled to describe himself as a patent agent 
unless he is re; red as a patent agent in pursuance of the Act. Sub- 
section 3 provides that every who proves to the satisfaction of 
the Board of Trade that prior to the passing of the Act he had been bond 
Jide practising as a patent t shall be entitled to be registered as a 
patent agent in pursuance of the Act. Sub-section 4 imposes a penalty if 
any person shall describe himeelf as a patent t in contravention of the 
Act Section 27 of the same Act provides, inter alia, as follows: 
“Nothing in this Act shall affect the validity of any Act 


done, right acquired, or liability incurred, before the commencement 


| of this Act.’”” Sub-section 2 of section 1 provides that the Board of 


Trade may from time to time make rules for the purpose of giving 
effect to the section, and that the provisions of section 101 of the 
Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, shall apply to all rules so 
made. Section 101 of the Act of 1883 provides for the .of rules by the 
Board of Trade for, among other things, regulating the practice of 
registration under the Act. It also provides (sub-section 4) that am 
rules so made shall be laid before both Houses of Parliament, 
advertised, and (sub-section 5) that if either House of Parliament shall 
within forty days resolve that such rule shall be annulled, the same 
shall henceforth be of no effect. Rules were duly made by the Board 
of Trade in 1889, and were intituled the Register of Patent Agents 
Rules, 1889, which provided, inter alia, for the payment of a fee of 
five guineas for the registration of the name of a patent agent who 
had been bond fide in practice prior to the passing of tne Act. The 
appellant was a person who had been bond fide practising as a patent 
agent prior to the passing of the Act. He neglected to get himself 
registered in pursuance of the Act of 1888 and to pay the registration fee. 
He continued none the less to describe bimself as a patert agent as he had 
been wont to do prior to 1888. An information having been preferred 
against him by the respondent under section 1 of the Act of 1888, he was. 
convicted and fined. A case was :tated for the opinion of the court. It 
was contended on the appellant’s behalf (1) that he was exempted from 
the requirements of the Act with regard to registration and the payment of 
fees by virtue of section 27, having acquired a ‘‘right’’ to describe himself as 
a patent agent within the meaning of the eection ; and (2) that the Rules 
of 1889 were repealed by the Patent Rules, 1890, rule 81 of which 
that ‘‘ all general rules e made by the Board of Trade under the 
Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Acts, 1883-83, shall be and they are 
hereby repealed. . . .’’ The Register of Patent Agents Rules, 1891, 
ti ers the powers of the Institute of Patent Agents “‘ under the i 
of Patent Agents Rules, 1889,” to the Chartered Institute of Patent Agents, 
enacting that ‘the rules of 1889 shall, where a and save in so 
far as they’are altered by the present rules, have effect. . . .” It was 
further contended on of the it that even if the rules of 1889 
could be taken to be re-enacted by this reference to them in the rules of 
1891 they were not valid, because the requirements of section 101 of the 
Act of 1883 had not been complied with. 
Tre Court (Lawrance and Cxannett, JJ.) dismissed the . 
Lawrancr, J., said that the ‘‘right acquired’’ mentioned in section 27 
did not refer to a right, such as appellant contended for, to describe 
himself as a patent agent without being registered, but to some such right 
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— : 
as the right to be registered witho 
rules of 1889, though, as it , inadvertently repealed by those of 
1890, accep: dee re-e by the rules of 1891. 
Cuarnsit, J., said that by a “‘right acquired” was meant a special right 
Fr omen an individual. To construe the expression as the t 
-would be to nullify the provisions of the Act altogether in the case of 
persons who had been ing prior toits comimencement. With 
to the rules of 1889, he said words were used in the rules of 1890 
sufficient to raise the point whether the rules of 1889 were not thereby 
ed. But it was unnecessary to decide that point, because though the 
of 1891 were framed upon the assumption that the rules of 1889 
existed, the used in fact was sufficient to re-enact them. He 
thought that the provisions of section 101 of the Act of 1883 were direc- 
tory.—CotcxsEL, Muir Mackenzie and Samuel Green; H. Sutton and Corrie 
Grant. Soxtcrrors, Firth § Co. ; Radford & Franklin. 
| Reported by C. G. Witzranam, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


JONES +. BEIRNSTEIN. Div. Court. 25th Jan. 


LaxDLoRD and Trexant — Distress— Potnp Breacn — Possess1ox — 
Temrorary ABANDONMENT OF PossEssi0N. 


This case raised the question whether to sustain an action for pound 
breach of goods distrained the distrainer must shew that he was iu 
actual possession of the goods as against the true owner thereof. The 
plaintiff distrained for £12 10s. arrears of rent upon the premises of 
his tenant—Morrissey, and put a man, Kay, in’ possession of them. 
This man remained in the house during the day, going home each 
evening and returning on the following mornivg. On Saturday, the 
16th of July, he left at 8.30 p.m. intending to return the following 
Monday. Shortly after bis departure the defendant, to whom some of the 
goods on the premises belonged, he having let them to Morrissey on a hire- 
—— agreement, came and carried away the goods belonging to him. 

e plaintiff brought an action in the county court for treble damages for 
pound breach sialent the defendant. The county court judge found that 
Kay had abandoned possession, but had not abandoned the distress, and 
might be conside: in constructive possession of the goods. Holding 
that real possession was required, he gave judgment for the defendant. 
It was contended for the plaintiff that real possession was not 
per J in order to enable the distrainer of goods to maintain an 
action for pound breach. It was argued that according to the early 
law, when cattle or goods tsken in distress were impounded in a public 
pound no possession on the part of the distrainer was necessary, the cattle 
or goods being considered to be in the custody of the law, and that the 
law was not altered in that respect by 11 Geo. 2, c. 19, s. 10, which 
substituted impounding on the premises for impounding in a public 
pound, enacting that “‘ it shall may be lawful to and for any person 
or persons lawfully taking any distress for any kind of rent to impound 
or otherwise secure the distress, of what Mature or kind soever it may be, 
in such place or on such part of the gy 8s chargeable with the rent 
as shall be most contenient for im and securing such distress. 
- ss ” The following cases were : Washborn v. Black (11 East, 
405 (Note) ), Swan v. Falmouth (Earl of) (8B. & C. 456), Firth v. Purvis 
(5 T. B. 432), and Kemp v. Christmas (79 L. T. 233). It was contended on 
behalf of the defendant that the gocds were not here impounded but were 
** otherwise d,”” so that as soon as possession of them was 
abandoned by the distrainer the true owner had a right to take them. 
Tennant v. Field (8 E. & B. 336) and Thomas vy. Harrics (1 Man. & Gr. 695) 
were cited. 

Tus Cover (Lawrence and Cuayxe1t, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Lawnance, J., said that it was clear from Dannister v. Hyde (2 El. & EI. 
627) that in a distress it is not nec y to have any one actually in the 
premises. He therefore thought the county court jndg e Was wrong. 

_ Cuasxzit, J., eaid that in order to maintain an action for breach 
it was necessary to shew that the goods were in the custody of the law. 
Once they were in the custody of the law the retention of actual physical 
possession was not necessary.—Covnset, J. Ll). Crawford ; Green, Q.C., and 
Schuabe. Soracttons, C.J. Parker; H. EB. Tudor. 

[Reported by C. G. Witezsuan, Barrister-at-Law.} 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA +. PELLY AND ANOTHER. 
Bigham, J. 26th Jan. 

Fousigx Exissruuxt Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 90), *. 8 (4)—Oonrnact 
wy Exoiten Ownxzus to Beit Satrs to Auruicax Govensuuxt—ConTRact 
10 Beacons Vow w Uxerep States Becaue Betticorrnents—Bvrt Derosir 
to wt Eeraixsey vv Vexpow w ruom tuar Cavsx tury were “ Par- 
vexTep”’ Maxixe Desiveny—Decrazatiox oy Wan Berweex Usirep 
Srares axy Braix—Action 10 Recovex Devostr. 

Commercial cause. Action to recover £5,400 deposit paid under a 
contsact for the purchase from the defendants of we tebe vdiless, The 
defendants that by reason of the outbreak of war between 
it was impossible for them to deliver the , and 
were — baw the 5 

owe: It was en to on the 21st 

A Apel, 19%, in London, and by it theUnited States Government, through 

theig e, agreed to buy from the defendants two of their ships, 

The and The Lecksrook, tor the sum of £26,500 each, to be delivered 

in New York “ae soon as poeril .”” The deposit was 10 per cent. on 

the purchase price. i tig ey $l , if pe Sane yaad 
from Jnited tates becoming and 
preventing delivery of either of the said stapenien, Uy Coiaek wee to be 


undergoing an examination. _The 


null and void, but in that care the vendors were to retain the deposit 
at liquidsted damages, aud in addition, if the steamer or steamers 





bad sailed frow the United Kingdom, a further payment of £2,500 tor ) 


each steamer was to.be made to the vendors. The plaintiffs alleged that 


there had been delay in the vessels that the defendants 
were not ‘‘ prevented’’. within the meaning of clause 7 of the contract 
tion ought to be placed on the Foreign. Enlistment Act, 1870, which 
the conduct of her Ma; ’s subjects during the existence of 
hostilities between foreign states, imposes by section 8 (4) a penalty 
fine or imprisonment on anyone who, without licence of her Majesty, 

es or causes or allows to ba dispatched, any ship with intent or 
knowledge or having reasonable cause to believe that the same shall or 


war with any friendly state. The defendants case was that on the 23rd 
of April the United States declared war with Spain. On that day they 
wrote tothe naval attaché at the American Embassy in London, who had 
signed the contract on behalf of the United States Government, that as the 
United States had become belligerents they were prevented from delivering 
either steamer. For the plaintiffs it was contended that until the English 
Government had notified the fact that America was at war with Spain by 
a proclamation of neutrality, the provisions of section 8 of the Act of 1870 

id not arise, and that the defendants were only entitled to retain the 
deposit under clause 7 of the contract if they were physically prevented 
from delivering the ships. 4 

Bicuam, J., in giving judgment, said the ships were bought because it 
was almost certain that war would break out between the United States 
and Spain, and a very proper clause had been inserted in the contract that 
if the United States Seemann belligerents and the vendors were unable, 
from any cause whatever arising therefrom, to deliver the ships the con- 
tract was to be null and void except that the vendors were to be entitled to 
retain the deposit, The allegation that there had been delay on the part 
of the shipowners in getting the ehips ready to start for New York was 
rebutted by the evidence called by defendants. On the second point 
raised by the defence, in his judgment, the defendants also succeeded—for 
if a man found himself doing some act which would be contrary to law, he 
was “prevented” from doing that act. That, in his opinion, was the 
meaning to be given to the word ‘‘ prevented’’ as it was used by the 
parties in clause 7 of the contract. It did not mean merely a physical 
prevention, but that if from any cause it was improper or wrong for the 
defendants to deliver the ships rey age not to be held liable for not 
doing so, and even in that event they were to be compensated for their 
trouble and expenses by retaining the deposit. Judgment for the 
defendants.—CovnseL, Cohen, Q.C., Joseph Walton, Q.0., and Newton 
Crane, for plaintiffs; Sir R. 7. Reid, Q.C., and Scrutton, for defendants. 
Souicrrors, Chester § Co. ; Drayton § Co. 

[Reported by Exsxinz Rein, Barrister-at-Law. | 


RITCHIE (Appellant) v. LARSEN (Respondent), Div. Court. 26th Jan. 
Mexcuast Suirrrxc Act, 1894—Acresment with Oxew—Forezicn Poxrr 
WHERE THERE 1s A British Consutate—Apvance Nore FoR MOKE THAN 
One Monru’s Waces—Va.ipiry or such ApvANcE—MERCHANT SHIPPING 

Act, 1894.(57 & 58 -Vicr. c. 60), ss. 113-115, 124, 140. 

Special case stated by justices of Swansea. The respondent, a seaman, 
shipped on board the British ship Melville Island, of which the appellant, 
Captain Ritchie, was master, at Talcahuano, a nitrate port in Peru where 
there was a British consulate, his wages being £3a month. He signed an 
advance note for £4 10s., to be paid to a t party after the sailing of the 
vessel, and the captain also away 16s. 8d. on his account and under 

auth p. On the termination of the voyage at Swansea the 
appellant claimed to deduct these gums from what was due to the 
respondent for wages, but the seaman objected to the £1 10s. in excess of 
a month’s wages and the 16s. 8d. (making £2 6s. 8d. in all) being deducted, 
on the ground that it would be illegal under the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894, which limite in certain cases advances to seamen by the 
shi; as fe oe amount than one month’s wages. ‘The justices 
up) the s view, and Captain Ritchie appealed. In support of the 
a contended that section 140 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1894, related only to seamen engaged in and going to sea from any port in 
the United Kingdom. The section did not apply to seamen cngaged 
abroad, and section 124 should, therefore, not be read together with section 
140, as it was a te and distinct enactment applicable to the case only 
of seamen shi in and ge? from the U Kingdom. Tor the 
respondent it was urged that only a sum not exceeding the amount of 
one month’s wages (in this instance £3) could be deducted from a seaman’s 
weg¢s under an ment entered into by him as provided by 
sub-section 1 (a) of section 140, and that by sub-section 2 any 
other agreement “by or on behalf of the employer of a 
seaman for the payment of money to or on behalf of the seaman, 
conditionslly on his going to cea from nw f port in the United Kingdom 
shall be void, and a ay paid in eatisfaction or in respect of any such 
t shall not be deducted from the reaman’s wages . . .”’ ‘The 
seaman baving been se al ge at aport at which there was a British 
consular officer, before w’ the sailor entered into this agreement, the 
provisions of section 124 applied, and the engagement, althoug): made 
abroad, mut be treated as an engagement made with the crew, subject to 
the ons of the Act applicable to engagements made with the crew in 
the United Kingdom. ‘The justices were of opinion that the provisions of 
section 124 ought to be read int» section 140, The respondent having 
been engaged abroad at a port where there was a Britieh consul, the 
provisions respecting ements with the crew as enacted in section 140 
should apply, as modified by section 124, in this case, and they held that 
yments made the appellant in excess of the first month’s wages at 
the port of Talcabuano to be void. ‘They therefore ordered the appellant 
to forthwith pay to the respondent the vum of £2 63, 8d., together with 
the reopondent’s vonts, 


The latter question turned upon the construc- ‘ 
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Oxannet1, J., who delivered the judgment of the court, said that, looking 
only atthe language of the Act, construction adopted by the magis- 
trates was clearly wrong. By section 113, the master of every ship, except 
small coasting vessels, was required to enter into an twith every 
seaman of his: crew that he carried to sea from any port in the United 

om. By rection 114 every such agreement was to be in the form 
provided by the Board of Trade, and by sub-section 3 of that section the 
agreement with the crew was to be so framed as to admit of such stipula- 
tions to be adopted at the will of the master and seaman in each dual 
case whether he was receiving an advance and allotment of wages or other- 
wise as were not contrary to law. Section 115 ensicted that agreements with 


the crew made in the United Kingdom in the case of - vessels 
registered either within or without the United Kingdom be entered 


ow 


into in the presence of a person called the yo meyer ae The agreemen 
was to be A conformity with various A om ons therein set out, shewing 
that these particular provisions related only to ments to be made in 
the United Kingdom. Passing on to section 124, it was to be observed 
that in cases where a master of a ship nnee seaman in aD 

British posseession other than that in which the ship was cegiaenslh 
or at a port in which there was a British consular officer, the 
foregoing provisions respecting agreements with the crew made in the 
United Kingdom should apply, but should be subject to certain moditica- 
tions. Rea these sections together, it was o' that agreements 
for the engagement of a crew to sail from a British ion other than 
at the port where the ship was registered or one in which there was a 
British consular officer, were to be made in the same way as in the case 
of agreements entered into in the United m, with necessary modifi- 
cations. By section 140, where the a with the crew was required 
to be made in a form provided by the Board of Trade, the ent 
might contain a stipulation for payment in advance to or on of the 
seaman on his going to sea in pursuance of that agreement of a sum 
of money not exceeding the amount of one month’s wages. For the 
respondent counsel had contended that by virtue of section 124, the 
limiting enactment applied not only to agreements made in the 
United Kingdom but also to ents made in any British posses- 
sion and foreign port where the agreement had to be made before a 
British consular officer. No doubt the agreement with the crew had in 
every such case to be made before the consular official, but in his view of 
the Act the restriction as to the advance of wages did not , and if in 
that case more than one month’s wages was ‘advanced er an advance 
note, the Act did not make the contract void. It was unnecessary to read 
the prohibiting clause as co-extensive with the enabling clause. The 


object of the Act was to protect seamen against the ous practices of 
a class of persons called ‘‘crimps’’ in the: United om. The same 
considerations that induced the Legislature to bring in statute did not 


apply when the eailor was en, at a foreign port. The provisions of 
the Act required to be modified, for obviously the power of the Legislature 
in such @ case was less than when the agreement to ship to sea was one 
made in the United Kingdom. If a con result were arrived at, a 
seaman who owed a debt in excess of a month’s pay might be detained 
indefinitely at a foreign port. The order of the tes was founded on 
an erroneous view of the true construction of the statute, and the appeal 
would be allowed with costs, and the ee order quashed. [Counsel 
for the respondent said that Lawrance, J., having intimated that he felt 20 
much doubt on the question that he refrained from expressing any inde- 
pendent opinion, he was instructed to ask for leave to appeal. The appli- 
cation was granted.|—Counsen, J. 4. Hamilton ; Montague Lush. Soxtci- 
tors, W. A. Crump; Richard White. 
{Reported by Exsxixs Rew, Barrister-at-Law.}j 


GORDON ». CANN. Div. Court. 26th Jan. 


Loca Government Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 41), s. 85—Licurine-vp 
Time—‘*‘ One Hovr arrer Sunset’?—Srarvres (Dermition or Tre) 
Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vier. c. 9). 


Case stated by justices for the city of Bristol. The sole question for the 
decision of the court was what was the meaning of the ex ion ‘one 
hour after sunset ’’ used in section 85 of the Local Government Act, 1883, 
which required lights to be carried on bicycles and other similar machines 
“between one hour after sunset aed one hour before sunrise.’’ Did it 
mean an hour after sunset in a particular locality—which was the appel- 
lant’s contention—or an hour after sunset at Greenwich, or an hour after 
Greenwich mean sunset’ Tee difficulty in deciding the question arose 
from the fact that by the Statutes (Definition of Time) Act, 1880, it was 
enacted that whenever any A ae of time occurred in any Act of 
Parliament the time refe to should, unless it was otherwise 
specially stated, be held in the case of Great Britain to be Green- 
wich mean time. The magistrates considered that the expression 
meant sunset at Greenwich, because they thought it would be 
of advantage that there should be a ascertained time for lighting 
up. They accordingly convicted the appellant, who on the occasion of the 
alleged offence, on the 19th of August, 1898, was a bicycle in Bristol 
without a light at 8.15 p.m. by Greenwich time, w was less than 
an hour after sunset at Bristol, but more than an hour after sunset at 
Greenwich on that date. On behalf of the appellant it was contended 
that the expression ‘ one hour after sunset’? was notan expression of time 
within the meaning of the Act of 1880, If the learned counsel was wro 
in tbat submission, then the words would n have the meaning of 
“one hour after Greenwich mean suneet,'’ which, if it meant anything, 
would mean that lighting up time was 6 o’clock all the year round, ‘There 
was no difficulty in fixing the time of sunset at any given locality in 
moaiend ke reference to the book of the 0.1.0. No one appeared for the 
respondent. 

WHanch, J.—The appeal must be allowed. I am not surprised that 


no one appears on the other side, for the decision of the justices is Clearly 


a J.—I concur. (Lawnzance, J.—Do you ask, Mr. Macmiorran, 
pa oped 1 9 ae res as veeding 
or purpose 0 s on pangs r. — 

[ak tat cour may flo the ey warance, J.—Certaily. I 

think are quite entitled to your costs.) Conviction quashed. 

Manbras, QU, and Alexander Glen. Sovscrrons, Darley § Cena é 

for J. C. Gillmore, Bristol. 

(Reported by Easxixe Resp, Barrister-at-Law.} 
THE QUEEN v. POWELL. Div. Court. 20th Jan. 

Locat Government—Assistant Overseen—ArrorsTMeNT—CustoDY or 
Rarte-sooxs—Poor Law AmgenpMEnT Act, 1844 (7 & 8 Vicr. c, 101), 8. 61 
—Locat Governuant Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 53), s. 5 (1). 

Rule nisi for a mandamus to the overseers of the of Upton Bishop, 
them to deliver up the rate-books of the to the assistant 
overseer to enable him to perform his duties. 
appointed assistan 
council, 


F 

i 

; 
AY 
: 
H 


1894, s. 3 (9), Schedule I., Part 
assistant overseer was the servant of 


referred to, by which an assistant overseer is required in all matters 
relating to the duties of overseers to obey the directions of of 
overseers of the parish ; the same section provides that the appointment of 
an assistant overseer is not to discharge an overseer from his responsibilty 
for the provision and eupply of necessary for the relief of the poor 
or for any of the punpeten to whieh the A 
may by lawbeapplicable. It was contended that the resolution, 
duly recorded in the minutes, was © sufcient appointment and that an 
assistant overseer appointed by the parish was not the servant of 
the overseers but was bound to perform the duties cast upon him by his 
appointment ; one of these duties was the collection of the rates. Laem gH 
given to the parish council by section 5 (1) of the Local Governmen 

894, to a t an overseer was intended to be an effective 
power, and the overseers were not entitled to render it ineffective. ‘6 
v. Christchurch (26 L. J. M. C. 68, 27 L. J. M. C. ee v. Hirst 
L. T. 665), and Skingley v. Surridge (12 L.J. M. ©. 122) 

Tue Covrr (Lawgance and Cuannatt, JJ.) thought that the rule ought 
to be made absolute, but should be moulded so as to require the overseers 
to permit the assistant overseer to have the 
of enabling him Sian ule absolute.— 
CovnssL, Corner and ; A. T. Lawrence, Q.C., and Daniel. Souscrrons, 
Bennett § Co., for Corner § Co., Hereford ; Gissing, Shelton, ¢ Co., for Adams, 
Upton Bishop. 


f 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.) 


BEARDSLEY v. BEARDSLEY. Div. Court. 27th Jan. 


Esrorre:—Res Jupreata—Action sy Herre-at-Law Auiecrse Ixresracy 
—Proceepincs IN Prosate Drviston —Crratron or Hars-at~Law— 
Covrr or Prosare Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 77), s. 63. 


Point of law raised on the pleadings and set down for under 
R. 8. C. ord. 25,r. 2. The statement of claim alleged that Solomon 
Beardsley died intestate as regards certain re 
defendants etongtelly withheld posseesina from the platstil they claiming 
defendants e y i 
to be entitled under an alleged will and codicil of the deceased ; the claim 
was for possession and mesve profits. The defendant, the widow of the 
deceased, by her defence denied the in and claimed to be 
entitled to a life estate under the will of the deceased; her defence 
also stated that in 1897 an action was commenced in the Probate 
Division, in which she was plaintiff and the t plaintiff and others 
were defendants, for the purpose of « the validity of the will : 
that the present plaintiff and deli a defence in the probate 
action, and was re) by counsel, and was himself present at the 
trial, and that a final decree was pronounced for the validity ef the will : 


and she submitted that hy reason of the above a 
cncht net mow tobe haach te impeach the vellmhey.ef the Sal or tithe 


of in Ss St my bat pended tbat Beas @ Pasty Stok 
y to the probate action, that Waa a party “ 
as ir-at-law, but as one af next-of-kin of S. . 


deceased, and the said action concerned the goods of the said 5 
wy ¢ and in no way related to his real estate... The defendant, 
M >» 

~at 


us euch heir 
deceased, and took rt to - the Probate Division x _~ 
au no 7 ‘te ate wa . 


E 


determine the validi 
Beardsley, deceased, 





Division 
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* the alleged will and devise’’; he therefore alleged that he was not 
éstopped by the decision. in the probate action. The question was 
whether he was so estopped, the contention for the plaintiff being 


that to establish a will against the heir-at-law he must be cited | 


as such, and that the fact of his being a party as one of the next- 
of kin was not sufficient to bind him. The Court of Probate Act, 
1857, s. 61, provides that in proceedings under that Act, where the validity 


of a will is disputed, unless it affects personal estate only, the heir-at-law | 


and other pers..ns interested in the real estate shall ‘‘ be cited to see pro- 
ceedings or otherwise summoned in like manner as the next-of-kin .... 
and may be permitted to become parties or intervene for their respective 
interests in such real estate.’’ Section 62 provides that where probate is 
granted ‘‘ after such proof in solemn form,”’ the probate ‘‘shall enure for 
the benefit of all persons interested in the real estate affected by such will 
. « . and the probate copy of such will shall in all 
courts and in all suits and proceedings affecting real estate . . . 
be received as conclusive evidence of the validity and contents of such 
will,’’ Section 63 enacts that ‘nothing herein contained shall make it 
necessary to cite the heir-at-law or other persons having or pretending in- 
terest in the real estate of a deceased person unless it is shewn to the court ”’ 
that the deceaved was entitled to real estate, &c., ‘* provided that the probate 
decree or order of the court shall not m any case affect the heir or any 
Person in respect of his interest in real estate, unless such heir or person 
has been cited or made party to the proceedings or derives title under or 
through a person so cited or made party.’”’ The following cases were 
cited: Emberley v. Trevanion (29 L. J. P. & M. 142), Lister v. Smith (10 
W. R. 429, 3 Sw. & Tr. 53), Young v. Ferrie (4 Sw. & Tr. 210), Gaunt v. 
Wainman (3 Bing. N. C. 69), Barrsv. Jackson (1 Y. & O. O. C. 594), Smyth 
v. Wilson (36 L. J. P. & M. 82), Purdey v. Field (33 L. J.P. & M. 73), 
Rayson v. Parton (L. R. 2 P. & M. 38), Moore v. Holgate (14 W. R. 415, 
L. B. 1 P. 101), Reg. v. Hutchings (6 Q. B. D. 300). 

Brvcs, J., aft r stating the facts and the material parts of the pleadings, 
said that the question was whether the plaiutiff, who had been a defendant 
in a probate suit for establishing the will, was bound by the 
decision of the Probate Court establishing the will. It was said 
that he was not bound, because, although he was a party to 
the suit he was not before the court in the character of heir-at-law. It 
seemed to him immaterial in what character he was a party provided 
he was actually a party. The issue as to the validity of the will was 
precisely the same whether the will related solely to personalty or to 
realty also. He was therefore of opinion that the plaintiff, having been a 
party, was bound by the decicion. In Emberley v. Trevanion Sir Cresswell 
Cresswell had said, ‘‘I have always been of opinion that if parties are 
before the court in a suit in whatever capacity and take part in the litiga- 
tion. they are bound by the decision of that suit, and that the practice of 
issuing a separate citation to parties as heirs-at-law who have already 
appearei as next-of-kin is a work of supererogation.”” The learned judge 
was of opinion that that statement of the law was correct. It was true 
that the practice had prevailed in the Probate Court of issu'ng separate 
citations to persons who had already appeared as next-of-kin for the 
purpose of citing them as heirs-at-law, but that was done merely ex 
abundanti cautelé. He had consulted Barnes, J., as to this, and he also agreed 
with the remarks of Sir Cresswell Cresswell on the point, and authorized him 
to say that it was in no way necessary that the heir-at-law should be cited as 
such when he had already been cited as one of thenext-of-kin. The important 
words of section 63 of the Probate Act, 1857, so far as this case was con- 
cerned, were contained in the proviso : the heir was not to be affected unless 
he had been cited or made party to the proceedings. Here the plaintiff was 
@ party, although not as heir-at-law, and he was bound and could not 
have the whole question tried again in another proceeding. 

Rivtey, J., agreed. Tur Covrt being of opinion that the decision of 
the point at law substantially disposed of the whole action, dismissed the 
action under the power given to them by R. S. C., ord. 25, r. 3.—CovnseEL, 
W. H. Stevenson; Hertall. Sorsicrtons, Atkinson § Dresser, for Truman, 
Nottingham > Parker & (0., for J. Ormond, Chesterfield. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditx, Barrister-at-Law. } 


EDWARDS +. PURNELL AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 23rd Jan. 


Weicuts any Mveascnes—-Costs—Ticxer Dertiverrp to Pvurcuaser— 
Prace oy Weicnixc—Weicuts any Measures Act, 1889 (52 & 53 
Vucr. c. 21), s. 21. 

Tis was a case stated by justices of the county of Devon. An informa- 
tion was preferred azainst the respondents charging them with an offence 
under section 21, sub-sections 1 and 2, of the Weights and Measures Act, 
1889 (52 & 55 Vict. c. 21). Sub-eection 1 provides as follows: ‘‘ Where 
any quantity of coal exceeding two hundred weight is delivered by 
means of any vebicle t> a purchaser, the seller of the coal shall there- 
with deliver, cr cause to be delivered, or to be sent by post or other- 
wise, to the purchaser or to his servant, before any part of the coal 
is , a ticket or note according to the form in the third 
echedule to this Act, or according to a form to the like effect.’”’ Sub- 
section 2 imposes a penalty of five pounds if default is made in 
complying with the requirements of the section with respect to the 
deli or sending a ticket or note. Section 22, sub-section 1, of the 
same Act provides as follows: ‘‘ Where any quantity of coal exceeding 
two hundredweight is conveyed for delivery or eale in a vehicle in bulk, 
the seller of the coal shall, unless the vehicle is provided by the purchaser, 
cause the weight of the vehicle, as well as of the coal contained therein, 
to be previou:ly ascertained by a weighing instrument stamped by the 
in of weights and measures, and being on or near to the place from 

the coal i+ brought, and shall from time to time cause the tare 
weight of the vehicle to be marked thereon in such manner as the local 





| authority approve.” Sub-section 2 of the same section provides: “In 


any such case the seller of the coal shall insert or cause to be inserted in the 
ticket required by this Act to b2 given by him a statement of the correct 
weigat of the vehicle, or of the vehicle and the animal drawing it 
where both are weighed together with the load, as well as the 
correct weight of the ooal contained in the vehicle.’”’ The respond- 
ents were coal merchants carrying on business at Exeter and were 
in the habit of supplying coal to the Devon County Asylum at 
Exminster. On the 14th of June, 1898, the respondents, at the request of 
the committee of the asylum, sent more than 2 cwt. of coal (viz., 1.ton 3 
quarters) in bulk in one of their vehicles in charge of one of their carters 
to the asylum. Upon arrival at the asylum the vehicle and the coal 
contained in it were weighed by the carter and the storekeeper of the 
asylum upon a weighing bridge, duly stamped and certified, belonging 
to the asylum. This was done in accordance with an arrangement 
made between the respondents and the committee of the asylum. 
The storekeeper at the request of the respondent’s carter then filled in 
upon a form handed to him by the carter the weight of the coal and 
vehicle and the tare weight of the vehicle and the net weight of 
the coal. The ticket thus filled in was then delivered by the respondent’s 
carter to one of the servants at the asylum. A book of forms was carried 
by the carter for this purpose and the forms were in accordance with the 
form in Schedule ITI, of the Act. Delivery of the coal was not accepted 
nor was any part unloaded until the ticket had been filled in and delivered. 
The justices refused to convict the respondent on the ground that the 
ticket had been proved to be in the form provided in the schedule and 
was delivered before any part of the coal was unloaded. It was contended 
on behalt of the appellant that the coal havivg been sold in bulk, section 
22, sub-sections 1 and 2, ought to have been. complied with, and that the 
particulars as to weight not having been entered upon the ticket by the 
respondents or their servant, but by the servant of the purchasers, and the 
coal not having been weighed near or on the place from which it was 
brought, the ticket was not in the form provided in Schedule III. Knowles 
v. Sinclair (77 L. T. 624) was cited. 

Tue Court (Lawrance and CHANNELL, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lawrancz, J., said that in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred the coal 
was weighed at the yard from whence it came, because there was no 
weighing machines elsewhere, but there was nothing in section 21 to 
prevent it being weighed elsewhere. The Act was passed to protect 
purchasers, not to protect sellers against their servants. 

CHANNELL, J., said that the proceedings were taken under section 21. 
All the requirements of that section had been complied with. Something 
in point was supposed to have been laid down in Knowles v. Sinclair, but 
all that case deciaed was that the ticket must contain a statement of the 
weight at some previous weighing. And that was decided under section 
22. All that the ticket in this case had to do was to have reference to 
the weight at the last place of weighing, which was in this case the pur- 
chaser’s premises. The prosecution was misconceived owing to the mis- 
understanding of Knowles v. Sinclair.—Counset, Duke, Q.C., and Kerly ; 
Foote, Q.C. Soxtcrrors, Ford, Lloyd, § Co., for Michelmore, Exeter; Coode, 
Kingdon, § Cotton, for F. H. H. Orchard, Exeter. 

[Reported by C. G. Witsrauan, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re BEALL. Ez parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER ». GRIMWADE. 
Wright, J. 23rd Jan. 


BankKRuptcy—AFTER-ACQUIRED ProperTY—ASSIGNMENT BY UNDISCHARGED 
Bankrupt or Future EARNINGS AND or Depts ALREADY Dur—INTERVEN- 
TIon or Trustge—Norice or AssigNMENT—Bankrvurtcy Act, 1883 (46 
& 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 50, sus-section 5. 


This was an application by the official receiver as trustee in the bank- 
ruptcy, that a mortgage executed by the bankrupt, a solicitor, upon 
the 5th of March, 1897, and assigning all costs which might then be due, 
or thereafter become due to him, to one Grimwade, might be declared 
void in respect of all costs not due at the date of the execution 
thereof; and for an order that the sum of £22 lis. 8d. due to 
the bankrupt as solicitor for the petitioning creditor in the winding-up 
of the West African Estates (Limited) y Bee be paid to the official 
receiver by the liquidator of the said company. A _ receiving 
order was made against the bankrupt upon the sth of August, 
1892, he was adjudicated bankrupt and is as yet undischarged. The 
trustee appointed by the creditors has obtained his release, and the 
official receiver is now ez oficio trustee in the bankruptcy. Upon the 5th 
of March 1897, in consideration of a loan of money, the bankrupt executed 
the deed sought to be impeached whereby he assigned to Grimwade all the 
costs then due to him or which might thereafter become due to him. In 
1898 Grimwade was one of the liquidators of a company which petitioned 
for the winding up of the West African Estates (Limited), and he retained 
the bankrupt to act as eolicitor on the petition. The petition succeeded 
and the bankrupt became entitled to £22 13s. 8d. as his costs. Upon the 
25th of April, 1898, after there costs had become due, the bankrupt gave 
another charge to Grimwade over all vosts then due to him, but on the 5th 
of May, 1898, the official receiver gave notice to the liquidator of the West 
African Estates (Limited) to pay the costs due to the bankrupt in that 
matter over to him as trustee in the bankruptcy. The bankrupt subse- 

uently made a similar claim to the costs as solicitor for Grimwade, The 
Hquidator declined to pay either party, whereupon the trustee made the 
present application. 

Wuiont, J., held that he could not declare the mortgage of tho 5th of 
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March, 1897, void generally as regards all future costs to become due to the 
bankrupt, because there might be circumstances in each particular case 
which would require separate consideration, but with re, to the sum of 
£22 13s. 8d. he held that, as the trustee had intervened and perfected his 
title by notice to the liquidator of the West African Estates (Limited), 
before they had been paid to the bankrupt, and before Grimwade had given 
any notice of the assignment to the liquidator, the trustee was entitled to 
receive them, in spite of the charge of the 27th of April which purported 
to assign them to Grimwade. Leave to appeal was granted.—CounszEL, 
Muir Mackenzie; Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Craig; Edward Clayton. 
Souicitors, Zhe Solicitor to the Board of Trade; Beall § Co.; C. H. Hoare. 


[Reported by P. M. Faanoxs, Barrister-at-Law.] 
Re MASON. Lz parte BING vy. CRAIG. Wright, J. 5th Dec.; 23rd Jan. 


Bankrurcy—Proor—PanrtNersHip—Loan or Money at Rats or Interest 
VARYING wWiTH Prorits or Bustngss—Parrnersnir Act, 1890 (53 & 54 
Vicr. c. 39), ss. 2 (3) (d), 3. : 


This was an appeal by a creditor from the decision of the trustee in 
bankruptcy po-tponing ber proof until all other creditors should be paid 
in full, on the ground that the proof was in respect of a loan of money toa 
business at a rate of interest varying with the profits, within section 2 (3) (d) 
and section 3 of the Partnership Act, 1890, which enacts that, where money 
has been advanced to a person engaged in business on a contract with that 
person that the lender shall receive a rate of interest varying with the 

rofits, then in the event of such person being adjudged a bankrupt the 
ender sball not be entitled to recover anything in respect of the loan till 
all the other creditors have been satisfied. The first advance made by Mrs. 
Bing, the appellant, was made to the firm of Mason & Bryan under the terms 
of an agreement dated the 2nd of October, 1893, whereby she agreed to pro- 
vide £600 on the 31st of January, 1894, and further capital not exceeding 
£1,000 on the 21st of July, 1894, and it was further agreed that she was 
to receive a sum equal to one-third of the profits of the business in lieu of 
interest. The partuership between Mason and Bryan was dissolved by a 
deed dated the lst of June, 1895, whereby Mason took over the business 
and agreed to pay and ratisfy all moneys owing by the firm to Mrs. Bing. 
Upon the Ist of August, 1895, a further agreement was entered into 
between Mason and Mrs. Bing which recited that Mrs. Bing, in 
addition to the £1,600 agreed to be advanced under the deed of 1893, 
had at the date of the dissolution of partnership advanced to the 
firm a further sum of £2,307 14s. 2d., and had since that date 
advanced £1,120 to Mason. By the same deed Mason agreed to 
repay to Mrs. Bing the sum of £1,600 on the 3lst of December, 19v2, 
and in lieu of interest thereon one moiety of the profits of the business. 
He further agreed to pay her the sum of £1,000 (part of the said sum of 
£2,307 lds. 2d.) by the 31st of December, 1895, a further sum of £1,000 by 
the 30th of April, 1896, and the residue of the said sum of £2,307 14s. 2d. 
and the said sum ot £1,120, and all further advances by the 30th of April, 
1897, ‘‘and until the caid principal sums (other than the said sum of 
£1,600) sball be repaid will pay to her interest thereon or on so much 
thereof respectively as ehall be owing at the rate of £5 per cent. per 
annum.’’ Mason became bankrupt in 1898, and Mrs. Bing proved in the 
bankruptcy for the whole of the moneys advanced by her, whereupon the 
trustee rejected the proof upon the grounds stated above. Upon appeal 
it was contended for Mrs. Bing that only £1,600 had been lent at a rate of 
interest varying with the profits, and that the further loans of £2,307 14s. 2d. 
and £1,120 were lent under the terms of the agreement of the Ist of 
August, 1895. It was also contended that this case was not within the 
letter of section 3 of the Parinership Act,. 1890: ‘‘In the event of any 
person to whom money is advanced . . , being adjud a bankrupt 
. . . the lender shall not be entitled to recover, &c.,’’ because the loan 
had originally been made to Mason and Bryan, and only Mason had been 
adjudged a bankrupt. 

Wnuicur, J., dismissed the appeal, holding that as the agreement of the 
Ist of August, 1895, referred to the sums of £2,307 14s. 2d. and £1,120 as 
already lent, the proper inference to draw was that they were lent upon 
the terms of the agreement of the 2nd of October, 1893, at a rate of 
interest varying with the profits of the business. His lordship considered 
the point as to the wording of section 3 of the Partnership Act, 1890, very 
ingenious, but held that, as the money was lent to a firm the sole remaining 
representative of which had been adjudged a bankrupt, the case fell within 
the meaning of the section.—CounseL, Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Hansell ; 
— QC., and P. 7. Blackwell. Soxrcrrons, Rodbins, Billing, § Co. ; 

. Myers. 
" [Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law.! 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


27 Jan.—Tuomas Howanrp Brit (Wolverhampton). 
27 Jan.—Cuanztes Ronerrs (Birkenhead), 








Early next April, says the Daily News, a very lucrative post in the civil 
staff of the War Office will fall vacant. This is the Deputy udge Advocate- 
Generalship of the Forces, at present held by Mr. J. 0. O'Dowd, C.B. 
As the salary attached to the office is the liberal one of £1,000 per annum, 
there is naturally a large number of candidates for the appointment. 
The chief direction in which the work associated with the occupancy of 
the office lies is in that of revising and reporting upon the proceedings of 
*“‘district’’ and ‘‘general’’ courts-martial. If any irregularity be 
discovered in them, the conviction obtained is quashed. _ 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orpser or Court. 
Tuesday, the 9th day of August, 1898. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancelior of 


Great Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the 
Schedule hereto be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCBEDULE. 


Mr. Justice Srimuine (1898—L.—No. ogy 
In re The London & Provincial Co-operative Supply ld. Ellen Maria 
Hayward (Spinster) v. The London & Provincial Oo-operative Supply. ld. 
Hatssvry, C. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
GENERAL MEETING. 


A special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held on 
— the 27th ult., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, the President 
(Mr. C. B. Marcerrs, Huntingdon) taking the chair. 


Cierks To Cuancery ReEcIsTrars. 


Mr. T. 8. Preston (London) asked the following question, of which he had 
given notice: ‘* Have the Council heard shat it is in contemplation by the 
authorities to endeavour to alter the qualification of the principal clerks to 
the Chancery registrars ?’’? He said there was a rumour, which was not 
particularly well authenticated, that the authorities were inclined to 
depart from the practice hitherto maintained of choosing the principal 
clerks to the Chancery registrars from the solicitor branch of the profes- 
sion. He had no inten'ion of finding fault with such an arrangement, nor 
did he desire to regard the matter from the point of view that tue solicitor 
branch would be deprived of a privilege which they had enjoyed for a 
number of years, though that was objectionable. But he was here 
to maintain that in the interests of suitors and the public it was of 
first-rate —— ‘that these clerks should be chosen from amongst 
solicitors. licitors had had the opportunity of the education to be 
obtained in a solicitor’s office, and so understood the drawing up of 
Chancery orders and matters of the kind. He could, if desirable, give 
strong reasons why the principal clerks to the registrars should belong to 
the solicitor branch of the profession ; but at present we did not quite 
know where we were with regard to the subject, and he therefore would 

stpone to a future occasion any arguments why he thought the solicitor 

ranch was the proper quarter trom which to get them. 

Mr. Cuartes Forp (London): Where do they propose to get them ? 

Mr, Preston said he had no notion, except that they were to get them 
eleewhere than from the rolicitor branch of the profession. There had 
evidently been some thought given to the matter by the auth: rities, 
because the number of the principal clerks in the year 1895, and for many 
years previous, had been 12. In 1896 and 1897 there were 11, and in 1898 
there were 10 only. He did not know the number this year. 

Mr. Forp said that, if he were not out of order, he would like to ask a 
further question on the same subject. Mr. Preston had informed them 
that the number of solicitors occupying these offices was fewer than 
previously. He (Mr. Ford) would be glad to know how the appointments 
og similar kind had been filled? Were they filled by members of the 

, or how. 

The Presipenr said the Council had conferred with the proper authorities 
upon the subject, and had received an answer to the effect that they had 
never heard of any intention to make an alteration in the qualification of 
the registrars in the Chancery Division, and they did not believe that 
there was any such intention. It was represented to the Council that there 
was no intention to interfere with the rights of solicitors in regard to the 
appointment of registrars’ clerks. The Council could not look into the 
future as to whether the rights of the solicitor branch of the profession 
were likely to be infringed. They could only be on the alert. The 
Council had made ~eey and had received the answer he had mentioned. 

Mr. Preston said that if any alteration were made the society would 
then be able to make known their views. 

The Prestpent said the Council would then make a very strong protest, 
They were fully alive to the importance of the matter. 

Mr. GrixuamM Keen (London) said he understood from Mr. Preston that 
it was the qualification of the principal clerks, and that was a great point. 
They might, no doubt, take the communication to mean that neither the 
qualification of the registrars nor of the principal clerks would be altered, 
because the position of the clerk was all important. A principal clerk 
became registrar in due course, and he must be a qualified solicitor, and if 
any alteration was made there it would be a thing that the Council would 
dislike very much indeed. 

The subject then dropped. 


Sorrerror ro THe TReastry. 


Mr. Harvey Currrox (London) asked, in accordance with notive: 
* What eaten have been received to the recent representation of the 
Council that a solicitor should be appointed to the office of Solicitor to the 
Treasury on a vacancy arising, and what is the of each reply ?” 
The Pxesrpenr said a letter was addressed by the Council to the 


on the 28th of September, 1898, and the of the reply was that the 
Mion shoul receive ekvention 


Council’s communica’ 
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Peg rages asked whether the Council proposed to proceed further in 
e matter. 

The Presipent said the Council could not do more than make a repre- 
sentation, and the reply received was that the matter should receive 
attention. They could not do more; they could not make the authorities 
do exactly as they wished. A barrister had been appointed before, and if 
they — upon appointing one again there was nothing to be done to 
preven 
we .." Ourrron thought that was not the attitude which the Council should 

opt. 

= Presiwpext said there could be no discussion upon the subject. 
The Council had given the best answer they could with regard to the 
matter. 

Mr. Currron said that at the next meeting he should move a resolution 
to the effect that the Council should take steps to obtain the repeal of the 
necessary sections of the Act. 


Mempgnsuir or THE Society. 


The following notice stood upon the paper of business: ‘‘ Mr. Charles 
Ford : To call attention to the recent resignation of membership of the 
society by Mr. Henry Reginald Wansbrough and Mr. John Longstaffe 
Dickinson, members of the firm of Messrs. Wansbrough, Dickinson, 
Robinson, & Tayler, of Bristol; and to move: ‘ That it be referred to 
the Council to consider and report on the desirableness of the funds of the 
society being made more available for protecting and aiding members of 
the society, in connection with the exercice of their profession.’ ”’ 

Mr. Forp said he was afraid they bad not and never had and never 
would have very large meetings at two o’clock in the day. He had written 
to a distinguished member of the profession asking him to be present 
to — him in the motions he was to bring forward. He had 
received a reply in which the gentleman in question said that he should 
have been pleased to support him, but he had made it a rule never to open 
his mouth at there meetings as it seemed like running one’s head against 
a brick wall. That was very discouraging. He (Mr. Ford) desired to say 
at the outset that, as far as the cular case referred to was concerned, 
it was disposed of. What he was striving for was that something better 
should be done in the future in matters of this description. He had had 
the honour twenty-five years ago of proposing the senior member of this 
firm asa member of the society, and it was disappointing to find that after 
twenty-five years a member took such a view of the society that in sheer 
om he threw up his membership. What were the facts? Here wasa 

-known firm practising in a large city, and in the ordinary course of 
their practice they came across a man who no doubt turned out to be a 
fi ruffian. This man gave a promissory note—he was now a convict 
—and he was sued upon it. He made an affidavit for leave to defend, and 
in ithe alleged that it was obtained by the fraudulent representations of 
one of those solicitors—in fact that he had never signed the document. 
It was another document altogether. The next witness called by the man on 
his bebalf gave thelie direct to this statement, and the co: uence was, asone 
might have expected, that the county court judge said that a more gross, 
unblushing case of perjury he had never heard, and he considered it was 
the duty of the authorities to take action, seeing that it was an attack upon 
a professional man. The firm applied to the Council fully believing the 
Council were able and ready to protect the members against scandalous 
aspersions upon their good name, and that they would do it for the 
purpose of upholding the honour and integrity, the name and fame of the 
solicitor branch of the profession. But, sad to ray, this firm, who had 
een to the Council full of confidence, were met with a non possuinus. 

e firm, however, were not prepared to allow such a ecandalous piece of 
business to go without further notice, and they, being in a position, as far 
as means were concerned, to take action, said, ‘‘ This man mus tbe prose- 
cuted.”” And, at their own expense, they prosecuted him, and the judge 
who tried the case—the prisoner pleaded guilty to the charges—Mr. 
Justice Kennedy, said it was a gross fraud upon a professional man, living 
by professional honour and reputation. Accordingly, in sheer disgust, 
the members of this firm, who had been for many years members of the 
society, retired from membership. He (Mr. Ford) would like to ask the 
meeting and the Council if, instead of a well-known firm consisting 
of well-to-do men it had been the case of a young man who had just 
started on his career, who had been attacked in this way, what.would have 
happened? He would have been damned for life. He would have been 
practically hunted out of Bristol or wherever it might have been, and 
would have had to seek to start a fresh career in some other city or town. 
Therefore he appealed to the Council with regard to the future. He 
knew that the Council did a great deal of good in professional matters. 
He heard the other day of a must creditable case of vigilance, when a 
distinguished member of the bar was briefed to prosecute an accountant 
who had been posing as a solicitor. That was right enough, but did it not 
strike the meeting that the Council should surely go a step further, and 
that in’a case of the kind to which he had referred they should come 
forward for the purpose of preserving the reputation of the profession in 
view of the remarks made by the judge and that they should add thereto 
the authority and weight of the society in connection with the matter. The 
firm fortunately did not need the filthy lucre of the Incorporated Law 
Society. They wanted something much better, to be supported by the 
society and to feel that the central solicitors’ institution of the whole of 
England and Wales was at their back. He left the matter hopefully, if 
not with very much confidence, in the hands of the Council 
with ee = to the future. The older men who had to some 
eathered their nests should haye regard to those who 

ming forward to fight the battle of life in the face of many diffi- 
culties, that they might fcel that they would be backed by the finances of 
the society in such circumstances, as well as by its honour, dignity, and 





influence. He was told that the Bristol Incorporated Law Society were 
considering the matter, and it had struck him that possibly the views of 
that society or of any other society of the kind would carry more weight 
with the Council than any attaching to those of a firm of solicitors. It 
might probably be the wish of the Council themselves that he should not 
press the motion, but should ask that it might stand over pending some 
communication from the Bristol Law Society, which he believed he was 
authorized to say, would consider the matter. If the Council felt that any 
representation from the Incorporated Law Society of Bristol would call 
for more consideration, he thought it would be — for him to with- 
draw the resolution as stated. But he hoped the Council would see their 
way in future to let the members feel that in cases of this character there 
was some hope that they would be at the back ofan honourable profession. 
He pro; to being e matter forward after the communication from 
Bristol had been received. 

Mr. Rosert Exxerr (Cirencester) said he believed it was in the power of 
Mr. Ford to take the course he had determined to adopt and to refrain 
from proceeding with the motion. He thought this was within the com- 
petency of everyone in the hall, but he (Mr. Ellett) desired to protest in 
the strongest manner against a notice of this kind being put on the paper 
of business. 

Mr. Forp rose to order. He had called attention to the matter and did 
not move the amendment, though he should bring it on again. 

Mr. Exterr asked the courtesy of the meeting to enable him to enter his 
protest against a course of action of this kind. 

Mr. Forp said that if there was to be any protest he would move the 
resolution. ° 

Mr. G. B. Laxe (London) observed that the motion could not be with- 
drawn without the leave of the meeting. 

Mr. Forp moved the resolution, but it was not seconded, and, on Mr. 
Ellett rising to speak, he urged that as the matter was disposed of there 
could be no further debate. ’ 

Mr. Ex.err thereupon, to put himself in order, moved that the meeting 
do proceed to the next business. He objected strongly to such a resolution 
having been put on the agenda paper and circulated amongst the members, 
and supported by the es to which they had listened. The motion and 
the speech charged the Council with a lack of proper regard for the 
interests of the members of the society, and he asserted that that was an 
entirely unwarranted and unfounded charge, and that the members of the 
Couneil were as keenly alive to all that concerned the interests of the 
members as was Mr, Ford himself. A spe2ch such as that made by Mr. 
Ford was unworthy, undignified, and disgraceful. 

Mr. Forp strongly objected to Mr. Ellett making a speech. He was out 
of order in replying on his (Mr. Ford’s) motion. 

Mr. Ex.ert said that Mr. Ford had told them that the foundation of his 
charge was that a learned judge had said that the case was a disgraceful 
one, and that the culprit ought to be prosecuted by the authorities. He 
(Mr. Ellett) wished to ask the meeting whether Mr. Ford desired them to 
understand that amongst the other duties of the Council was that of dis- 
charging the duty of public prosecutor. 

Mr. Forp: In a case of this kind, yes. 

Mr. Extertr said that if that was not the case there could be no founda- 
tion whatever for Mr. Ford’s charge. There was a public prosecutor 

Mr. Forp: We all know that. 

Mr. Ex.rrr said there were funds which were appropriated for the 
purposes of prosecution, and there was no difficulty in a case of this kind 
of prosecuting the culprit, and, as the result proved, with success. There 
was no occasion whatever for the Council to interfere, and they had 
exercised a wise discretion in abstaining. The matter had been well 
considered, and he asserted that they had exercised a proper discretion, 
and therefore, not in the interests of the Council merely, but in the 
interests of the profession whose guardians they were, he did protest 
against a calumny of this kind. 

Mr. Forp again protested that Mr. Ellett’s remarks were quite out of 
order, the matter having come to an end by the withdrawal of the motion, 
and 

The Pxestpent eaid the meeting would proceed to the next business. 


ApDITIONAL JUDGES. 


The following notice stood upon the business paper: ‘‘ Mr. Charles 
Ford will move: ‘ That in view of the hopelessness of reform substantially 
curtailing the duration of the Long Vacation, or otherwise substantially 
facilitating the transaction of business in the offices of the Royal Courts of 
Justice, between the 12th of August and the 24th of October, this meeting 
fully endorses the opinion expressed from the judicial bench by the Lord 
Chief Justice of England on the 9th of November last, that the due 
administration of justice calls for the appointment of an additional judge 
in the Queen Bench Division, and another judge in the Chancery Division ; 
and this meeting directs that a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the 
Prime Minister, the Lord Chancellor, and the Lord Chief Justice of 
England.’ ”’ * 

r. Forv said he sincerely hoped he should carry unanimously the 
motion he was about to bring forward. He would move it in these terms: 
‘That the due administration of justice calls for the appointment of two 
or more additional judges of the High Court, and this meeting directs that 
a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Prime Minister, the Lord 
Chancellor, and the Lord Chief Justice of England.’ Long ago a 
committee, which consisted of several members of the Oouncil and 
members of the bar, had before them, not for the first time, because the 
subject had been discussed ad nauseam in the profession, the consideration 
of the necessity of appointing additional judges. The opinion 
of that committee was that until additional judges were appointed 
it was quite idle to propose to recast the procedure with a view to a better 
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state of business in the courts. The position was most serious, and hitherto 
it appeared to have been of little use to endeavour to obtain a remedy. 
But whilst as long as comparatively obscure persons alone discussed the 
matter there was little hope of reform, the state of affairs was altogether 
altered when, as on the 9th of November last, the Lord’ Chief J of 
England, when receiving the Lord Mayor, said that there must be two 
more judges appointed, one in the Chancery Division and one in the 
Queen’s Bench Division. To uss homely what was good enough 
for the Lord Chief Justice was good enough for the society, which, as was 
well known, had long been alive to the urgent necessity of appointing 
additional judges. He would not weary the meeting by the experience o 

solicitors as shewing the 7 for the refcrm. They all knew it and 
how their clients had suffered, and what intolerable hardship and injustice 
had been brought about by the want of additional judges. But what 
should they do to secure the desired end? They had been discussing 
practically the question of the Long Vacation, and some of the members of 
the Council, he was thankful to say, were keenly alive to the necessity of 
some radical reform. If there was no Long Vacation, and all the arrears 


that came about in consequence of the Long Vacation, it was ble, as 
some said, though he did not believe it, that the business ht be got 
through. 


Mr. F. R. Parker (London) questioned whether Mr. Ford was entitled 
to leave out the preamble of the notice he given without the permission 
of the meeting. The full motion had been sent to the members and a3 he 
understood Mr. Ford was now proposing to drop the greater part of it, 
- asked the President’s ruling as to whether Mr. Ford was entitled to do 
this. 

The Prestpent said that by arrangement with the secretary Mr. Ford 
had dropped a part of the motion of which he had given notice, and had 
reduced it to the question of the appointment of additional judges. If it 
was encumbered with the question of the Long’Vacation it was not likely to 
have so much effect. That it was desirable to have additional judges was 
pretty clear to the profession, but the Long Vacation was a question upon 
which the profession was very much divided. He thought the meeting 
would probably give Mr. Ford leave to move the resolution in the way he 
proposed, and it would probably be carried. If additional judges were 
appointed it would be very much to the advantage of the public and the 
profession. He asked whether the meeting would give the necessary leave. 
(Cries of ** Yes.’’) 

Mr. Forp thought that after the President’s observations he should best 
suit the wishes of the meeting by contenting himself with saying that he 
felt sure that motion would be carried, and he would not trouble them by 
addressing them further. 

Mr. R. Penntnaton (London) seconded the motion, because he thought 
it was now universally accepted that an addition to the number of the 
judges was necessary. It was quite plain that they could not transact the 
business of the courts in a satisfactory way, and that it was necessary to 
strengthen them. There was the highest authority for this statement. 
Not only had the Council expressed such an opinion more than once, but 
the Lord Chief Justice had done so in his speech on the 9th of November. 
He (Mr. Pennington) had no doubt the difficulty was not in the Supreme 
Court, it was somewhere else, and they all knew where. He ho they 
would continue to press upon the authorities the necessity of this reform. 
There was nothing like pegging away, and in course of time it would have 
its effect. If the meeting would unanimously carry the resolution it would 
strengthen the hands of the Council in endeavouring to brivg about that 
which would be beneficial to suitors and the public. 

Mr. Parker would like to move an amendment in order to get the 
opportunity of expressing a contrary view to that contained in the preface 
to Mr. Ford’s resolution as it originally stood. The amendment was to 
insert after the words ‘‘ High Court,”” the words “‘and the meeting ex- 

resses a hope that such additional judges will sit during such part of the 
ae year as may be from time to time withdrawn from the Long Vacation.”’ 
Mr. Ford’s original resolution spoke of the ‘‘ hopelessness of reform sub- 
stantially curtailing the duration of the Long Vacation.’? He objected 
very peceny eee to that notion going forth. He was very glad to 
know that Mr. Ford had abandoned that part of the motion, but it 
had been published to the members. He thought there was nothing 
more hopeful than the amendment of the Long Vacation, and he 
asserted that the resolution passed by the bar the other day seeking to 
amend the resolution passed in that hall at the instance of Mr. Munton— 
whose absence they all deplored—was a proof of that. So far from the 
thing being hopeless, it never was more hopeful than at thismoment. It was 
rendered more hopeful by the resolution which the bar had passed, that the 
Long Vacation should commence on the first day of August and end on the 
last day of September. That was an attempt to in two additional 
weeks in opposition to the resolution of the society that the vacation should 
extend from the first Monday in August to the last Saturday in September. 
He hoped the Council would, with all their force, oppose the bar resolation, 
as it dragged in two broken weeks. But by the resolution the bar had 
given away the whole subject—they had shewn that they felt that they 
must bend their heads to the storm and submit to an amendment of the 
Long Vacation, but they were yet determined to preserve the ancient 
institution as much as possible, and that the courts should not sit a single day 
longer than they do now if the bar could prevent it. He would respect 
the wishes of those who desired an inordinate oe and of those who 
had a vested interest by complying with their demand that the holidays 
they had had before he was born should be preserved to them, but he 
wished, in the most respectful manner, to convey the hope that in the 
appointment of any additional judges there should be no such arrangement. 
r. E. K. Buyrn (London) seconded the amendment. He thought it 
very desirable, especially having regard to the fact that Mr. Ford had 


omitted a portion of his resolution as originally framed and issyed to the 


members, that they should definitely 
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the Long Vacat a certain way, but that that 
curtailment should not affect the t of the judges other officials to 
enjoy the vacation to which they been accustomed, and which it 


be, at the time of life to which at any rate the judges had 
reached when they were appointed, might be necessary for them. 

a question, he thought, w. had better not be mixed up with the 
one as to the appointment of additional judges. It was very desirable 
that the ble to the resolution should have been abandoned as it had 
been, he thought 1t would be a mistake to go beyond the resolution 
as Mr. Ford had moved it. Let them continue to pursue the two objects— 
viz., to get additional judges, and to get the Long Vacation curtailed, but 


dependent upon the other. They wanted both, but if they could not t get 
both let them at least try and get one as an instalment, but he urged 
they should not take a step that would raise a difficulty in obtaining 
either of these desirable objects. 

Mr. Forp said he was bound to admit that he sympathized with every 
word Mr. Parker had uttered, but he would faath « t» him not to press his 
amendment. It was a pity to mix the two questions. He was as keen as 
any man in his desire for shortening the Long Vacation, but he thought 
the meeting would be better advised it they allowed the motion to go as 
he had proposed it. He appealed to Mr. Parker to withdraw the amend- 
ment 


ent. 
Mr. Parker agreed to this course, but observed that his amendment did 
not touch the vested interests of those now upon the bench, the object 
being to prevent such interests being attached to those who might be 
appointed as additional judges. 
. Buyta also pont remarking that it was more important that the 
meeting should be unanimous. 
The motion was carried unanimously, and the proceedings terminated. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Jan. 30.—-Mr. Yates in the chair —Mr. Kirby (in the absence of Dr. 
Herbert-Smith) moved: ‘‘That the London water companies should be 
bought out by the county council.’’ The motion was _ = by Mr, 
Hubbard, and the debate was continued by the Rev. V. y (visitor), 
Messrs. J. B. Matthews, Galbraith, Edwards, Mutter, and Richardson. 





THE BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The general mee of this association was held on Wednesday in the 
Middle Temple-hall, when the Attorney-General took the chair. 

Mr. 8. H. Day, hon. secretary, read the report, which stated that the 
donations received during the year amounted to £735 13s. 6d., including 
the amount of £150, SP of the exhibition of the sketches of the 
late Sir Frank Lockwood. Twelve members had kindly increased their 
annual subscriptions and forty-seven members had foined the association. 
The total subscriptions received amounted to £1,433. The association at the 
end of the year consisted of 866 members. One hundred and twenty-two 
applications for assistance were received, of which ninety-nine were 
granted and twenty-three refused—many of those refused did not come 
within the rules of the association. The total amount distributed in s 
was £2,381 18s. 5d. In moving the adoption of the report, the 
assured members of the association that the cases which had been relieved 
were all cases which, if the particulars could be set forth, would be unani- 
mously regarded as most deserving. As the association grew old the number 
of ladies and gentlemen likely to come upon the funds would not grow less. 
That being so, the number of members, altho an improvement. 
former years, did not, he suggested, represent the numbcr of pra 
barristers who ought to subscribe, and the committee were anxious to 
enrol more men who Would be small annual subscribers as well as the 
friends who paid large amounts. He read a letter from Lord James of 
Hereford regretting his inability to attend on account of a Cabinet Council, 
because he wished to record the great services which Mr. Macrory, 
Q.C., who now retired, had rendered to the association as senior honorary 
secretary for more than twenty-six years. ‘ 

The Recorper or Lonpon seconded the motion, which was unanimously 
adopted. : 

The Master oF THE Rotts moved and Mr, Justice Marnew seconded a 
vote of thanks to the committee of t and the hon. secretaries, 
both learned judges paying the warmest tributes to Mr. Macroy’s services. 
‘Lhe motion was unanimously adopted, and the committee constituted for 
the current year. 





Mr. E. Macrory, Q.C., has resigned the post of hon. secretary to the 
Barristers’ Benevolent Association, after having held it for many years 





past, as has also his co-secretary, Mr. S. H. Dy. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were on Wednesday called to the bar: 

Lrxcoun’s-1nn.—Arthur Stiebel, B.A., University College, Oxford ; 
Allan James Lawrie, Trinity College, Oxford; James Ronald Walker, 
M.A., Oriel College, Oxford ; Robert John Grote Mayor, M.A., King’s 
College, Cambridge; Arthur Eardley Maxwell Gibson, B.A., Wadham 
College, Oxford; Muhammad Rayazul Hassan, Downing College, Cam- 
bridge; Walter Lewis Robbins Graham Everitt, B.A., Merton College, 
Oxford; Taherali Mahomedali Kajiji, B.A., Queen’s College, Oxford, 
and LL.B. Dublin; Syed Ahmad Nawab; Henry Isaac Close Brown, 
B.A., Pembroke College, Oxford;. Abdul Karim Khan, B.A., Christ’s 
College, Cambridge, and of Allahabad University, India; Walter Leonard 
McKinstry ; Moses Awconor Williams, B.A., St. John’s College, Cam- 
bridge; Edward Herbert Jones, M.A., Christ Church, Oxford; Percyvall 
Hart Dyke, B.A., King’s College, Cambridge; Ernest Greenwood, the 
London University; Sripati Charan Roy; Jogendra Nath Mukerjee ; 
Bhalabhai Bhaibabhai Patel; Jeshingbhai Bhaibabhai Patel; Mohanlal 
Jivanlal (admitted as Mohanlal Jivanlal Vakil) ; Herbert Hornby Gaine, 
B.A., Trinity College, Oxford. 


Inner Tempre.—Jobn Allsebrook Simon, B.A., Oxford; James Reginald 
Lea Rankin, B.A., Oxford; Robert Gordon Melville Mitchell; Augustus 
Ferryman Mockler-Ferryman ; Lionel Edwin Metchim; Wilfred Blaydes, 
B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; John James Oswald Murphy, B.A., Cambridge ; 
John Robinson McOlean, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; William Edward 
Hirst, B.A., Oxford; Francis Hartley Charlton, B.A., Oxford; Hon. 
Victor Alexander Frederick Villiers Russell, Oxford; Gerald Woods 
Wollaston, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Walter Langford Weldon, B.A., 
LL.M., Cambridge ; John Slingsby Roberts, B.A., Cambridge; Charles 
Lawrence Hales, Oxford; Richard Rigg, Cambridge; Harold Spencer 
Morris, B.A., Oxford; Edward Higinbotham, Dublin; Percy Barratt 
Brooks, B.A., Oxford; John Richmond Bryce, M.D., Glasgow; Cecil 
Arthur Hunt, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Rayner Goddard, B.A., Oxford ; 
Edeard Church Bliss, M.A., Oxford; Arthur Guest Mathews, B.A., Cam- 
bridge; Arthur Corbet Hue, B.A., Cambridge; Edward Gustavus Mason, 
Oxford; and Frederic William Payn, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge. 


Mivpte Tewrte.— Jonathan Fulton Carr; Richard Cunningham Dundee 
Ewing ; Thomas Bartholomew Curran, M.P.; John Jack-on Wilks, B.A., 
London Univer-ity ; Dixit Vinayak Rajaram ; Harold Steed Stowe, B.A., 
Cambridge; Frederick Lawrence Dawson; Sydney Davey, B.A., LL.B. ; 
Percy Altred Harris, B.A., Trinity Hall, Camb. ; Charles Henry Joseph d 
Gannes ; Victor Havier de Verteuil ; James Kerr Hay, Lindon Univer- 
sity ; Stephen Ogle Henn Collins. B.A., Oxon.; John Edgerley Hilditch ; 
Henry Leonard Herbert Andrews; Thomas Holland; Captain FitzRoy 
Hemphill; Walter Tapper Jerred, M.A., LL.B., London; Richard Riley ; 
Harold Solomon Simmons. 


Gray’s-1nn.—Forrest Fulton, London University ; Hirjibhoy Hormusji 
Wadia, B.A. Bombay, B.A. Cambridge. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Sropents’ Desatinc Socrery.— Jan. 21.— Chairman, Mr. 
F. H. Stevens.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the question of law in 
the case of Re Hocking, Mitchell v. Loe (1898, 2 Ch. 567), was wrongly 
decided.’”’ Mr. James R. Smith opened in the affirmative; Mr. G. B. 
Brooke seconded in the affirmative. Mr. W. E. Singleton opened in the 
negative ; Mr. Eustace Jones seconded in the negative. The following 
members also spoke in the affirmative: Mr. Neville Tebbutt, Mr. R. P. 
Johnson. The motion was lost by three votes. 


Lzeps Law Srvpents’ Socrery.—Jan. 30.—Mr. F. G. Jackson, solicitor, 
presiding.—The question for debate was: ‘‘ A. has been in possession of 
certain premises for over twenty years. Forthe past ten years he has used 
them as a photographic studio. B. has recently erected a building on 
adjoining premises which darkens or otherwise obstructs the light to A.’s 
studio as previously enjoyed by him and seriously interferes with its 
use for photographic purposes. Is A. entitled to an injunction to prevent 
such interference with the access of light for the special purpose required 
by him.”’ Mr. G. F. Broughton argued for the affirmative. Mr. T. M. 
Townend argued for the negative. Messrs. L. Ramsden, J. B. Clarke, 
Middleton, and Hardwick also spoke. After a careful summing up b 
the chairman, a vote was tsken and the question was decided in the 
negative by a majority of four. A vote of thanks to the chairman 
concluded the meeting. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. A. M. Grirritu-W1114ms, solicitcr, of 124, Chancery-lane, London, 
has been appointed a Commirsioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Aset Tuomas, Q.C., M.P., has been elected a Bencher of the Hon- 
ourable Society of the Middle Temple, in succession to the late Mr. 
Aspivall, Q.C. 


Sir Joszern Lersz, Q.C., M.P., Recorder of Manchester, has been elected 
a Bencher of the Inner ry to fill the vacanec y caused by: the elevation 
of Mr. Justice Bucknill to the bench. 





Mr. G. G. Kennepy, magistrate at Greenwich and Woolwich police- 
courts, has been appointed by the Board of Trade an Additional Magistrate 
to sit on the Marine Board for London. 


Mr. Henry Epwarp Dvuxz, Q.C., Recorder of Plymouth and Devon- 
port, has been elected a Bencher of the Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn. 


The Incorporated Council of Law Reporting have appointed Mr. G. I. 
Foster Cooke, barrister-at-law, a Reporter to the Law Reports in Court of 
Appeal No. 2 in the place of Mr. H. Cadman Jones, retired. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLurions. 


Mr. C. Campnett Mackury, solicitor, retires from the firm of Messrs. 
Jenkins, Baker, & Co., of 134, Fenchurch-street, London, as from 
the Ist day of January last, by mutual consent. The business will be 
carried on as heretofore by Messrs. Frederick William Baker, William H. 
Behreng, and Charles Wreford-Brown, at the above address, under the style 
of Jenkins, Baker, Behrens, & Wreford-Brown. 





GENERAL. 


Sir Francis Jeune hopes soon to be able to attend the Law Courts, but 
the weather is still too cold to admit of his leaving the house. 


It is announced that Sir Henry Hawkins has taken the title of Lord 
Brampton of Brampton, in the county of Huntingdon. 


It is announced that Mr. Richard Horton Smith, Q.C., one of the 
leaders in Mr. Justice Romer’s court, has retired from practice, after a 
connection with the bar of about forty years, he having been called at 
Lincoln’s-inn on the 25th of January, 1859. 


It is stated that Lord Herschell sat on the right of Chief Justice Fuller 
on the bench at Monday’s sitting of the Supreme Oourt of the United 
States, in Washington. Such a courtesy has only been extended to a 
foreigner once before—namely, to Lord Coleridge in 1883. 


A MacMahon law studentship of the annual value of £150, and tenable 
for four years, open to graduates of St. John’s College, Cambridge, under 
the standing of M.A. or LL.M., who intend dond fide to prepare themselves 
for practice in the profession of the law, has been conferred upon Herbert 
Marcus Adler, B A., LL.B., late scholar of the college. Mr. Adler was 
placed in the first class of the Classical Tripos, Part I , 1897, eecond class 
Law Tripos, Part I , 1898, and second Whewell scholar in International 
Law. 


The criminal statistics for 1897 shew that the total number of proceed- 
ings taken at assizes aud quarter sessions during the year under review 
was 11,215, a number less than in any year since 1857, with the exception 
of 1896. If the indictable cases disposed of summarily are added, the 
total, 50,736, is lower than in any year since 1860, with the exception of 
1875 and 1896. The annual average for the five years ending with 1897 
is 11,633 for cases tried on indictment, and 53,174 for all indictable cases, 
numbers which are much lower than for the three previous five-year 
periods, but higher than the actual figures for 1897. 


At a court mies a the Glovers Company held on Wednesday week, 
Mr. H. Homewood Crawford, the City Solicitor, who is the master of the 
guild, was presented with a silver salver, weighing some 200o0z., in recogni- 
tion of his successful efforts in connection with the granting by her 
Majesty of an ‘‘ Inspeximus Charter,’”’ confirming the company’s ancient 
charter granted by King Charles I. The court also, at the same time, 
presented Mr. Adam Burn, the clerk of the company, with a silver salver 
for his assistance. Both presentations were made by Mr. Alderman J. C. 
Bell, oneof the wardens. The court was subsequently entertained at 
dinner by Mr. Crawford, the master. 


The Times says that a committee of the judges, consisting of the Lord 
Chief Justice (Lord Russell of Killowen) and Justices Wills, Grantham, 
Kennedy, and Darling, was appointed some time since to consider the 
advirability of establishing an additional criminal assize at Guildford in 
the autumn, there being no court held there between August and the 
following January, in consequence of which Surrey prisoners committed 
during that period have had to be sent up to the Central Criminal Court 
for trial. The above-named committee in their report recommended that 
an additional assize should be so granted, and at a meeting of all the 
Queen’s Bench judges recently this recommendation was confirmed. An 
autumn criminal assize will therefore be held at Gu'ldford next autumn. 


On the 25th ult., being the grand day of Hilary Term, the treasurer 
(Mr. Lewis Coward) and the masters of the bench of Gray’s-inn enter- 
tained at dinner the Right Hon. Earl Stanhope, the Right Hon. the 
Earl of Onslow, G.C.M.G,, the Right Hon. Lord Macnaghten, the Right 
Hon. Sir Michael Hicks-Beach, Bart., M.P. (Chancellor of the Exchequer), 
the Hon. Mr. Justice Channell, Sir James Blyth, Bart., Sir Hermann 
Weber, M.D., Messrs. Claude Baggallay, Q.C, F. W. Walker (High 
Master of St. Paul’s School), T. W. Nunn, Edward Halsey, T. H Bolton, 
and Kendal-Grimston The masters of the bench present, in addition to 
the treasurer, were: Lord Shand, Messrs. Henry Griffith, Hugh Shield, 
Q.C., James Sheil, Beetham, Rose, His Honour Judge Paterson, Messrs. 
Mulligan, Q.C., Mattinson, Q 0., 0. A. Russell, Q.0., Montague Lush, 
Richards, Q.C., M.P., with the preacher, the Rev. J. H. Lupton, D.D. 

On Wednesday the Lord Chancellor was entertained by the I corporated 
Chamber of Commerce of Liverpool at a banquet. In responding to the 
toast of his health, which was proposed by the president, Tord alsbur’ 


| referred to the question of joint-stock companies. Asto the mode in whic 
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are nent law should be altered, he said that he thought the first 
consideration that would occur to a practical man was what was the 
proportion of the fraudulent companies to those which were pales Bin 
business and creating business through this country. He thought if 
anyone would take the trouble to comaliier the enormous quantity of capital 
invested in the country in joint-stock companies whi hich were prospering 
and making enormous profits for those engaged in them, they waa be 
astonished to find what a very small proportion of the whole aggregate of 
these companies could be made the subject of adverse comment. The 
problem to solve was whetber you could really take care of those who were 
not sufficiently able to take care of themselves by restricting the powers of 
the knave to prevent him takiug advantage of the folly of the uuwise. 
Whatever they did in that direction must be done with great care, as it 
was one of those virtuous things that might have an entirely oppoxite 
effect if it was rashly done. They could not supply everyone with 
prudence and with prevision of what was likely to happen, and if people 
would go into partnerships and have joint-stock shares in some gold 
mine in some undi-covered part of Africa, where they thought tney 
were going to get 200 or 300 per cent. out of the profits. he defied 
the ingenuity of any Legislature in the world to protect them from 
their own folly. The effect of adopting any penalizing clause would 
be to drive respectable and responsible men off the directorate of the 
companies, not for fear of being convicted of wrong-doing, but because 
such men did not like to be brought into a court of justice or to be used 
thus for the object of punishing or detecting a few fraudulent people who 
cared nothing for their positions. He did not think legislation on the 
subject would be inappropriate in order to prevent such little transactions 
as they had heard of lately in some of their courts. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Registrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Date AppgaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Norra. STIRLING. 
Monday, Feb........... 6 Mr. Beal Mr. Jackson Mr. i 
Tuesda: 7 Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
8 Beal Jackson i 
e Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
..10 Beal Jackson Carrington 
= | Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KEKEWICH. Romer. Byrne. 
.6 Mr, Farmer Mr. Godfrey Mr. Greswell 
7 King Leach Church 
8 Farmer Godfrey Greswell 
.9 King Leach Church 
10 Farmer Godfrey Greswell 
11 ing Leach urch 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. $ .—Mr. Viscext 8. Lzicu, at the Mart, at 2 Ninh etete, Freehold Grount-Rent 
of £36 per annum ; rack-rents £170 per annum, reversion years. Also Properties 
at Balis Pond, Hackney, an Harris & Chetham, 
London. (See advertisement, this Fang page 6.) 

Feb. 8 —Mr. Atrrep Ricuarps, at the Mart, at 2, in Lots, by order of the Directors, 
£150,000 of 3 per cent. Consolidated Debenture Stock of of the 6 bas ns and Coke Co. 
‘Also Debenture, Preference, and Ordinary Stocks ha the Gas Ree: ty Coke Co., in 
Lots: £2,405 of 3 per cent. Consolidated Debenture 285 of 4 per cent. 
Consolidated Preference Stock, and £6,360 of Oetianey Stok. (See advertisements, 
this week, page 6.) 


Green. oom Messrs. 


RESULTS OF SALES. 
Reversiox, Annuity, AND Lire Po.iciks, 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crayrigtp were successful in dealing with the majori as & 
Lots offered at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last. The following were amongst 
cold, the total realized being upwards of £8,000 : 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION to One-eighth of £40, ma onad ase we Bold £3,200 
ANNUITY of £6, and Life Policies for £700; life54 . “i Se 340 
LIFE POLICIES: 


For £1,000, with profits; life 66 ... _ ni a ont —— 885 

For £1,000, with profits ; life 72 ... sie ove ove oes ooo op 

For £1,000, with profits; life 75 ... ue ee éiiy ae oo 9 1,140 

For £1, 000, with profits ; life 64 ... — sda ove ae wee 955 

For £1 000, with Ay life 70 ... io - oe 8p 610 
On Thursday Messrs. C. C. & T. P mre “ah. Pe ‘the Mart: jB) High-street, White- 


chapel (Freehold), £4, 400; 84, 8t. street (Freehold), £600; 36, Caroline-street, 
Stepney (Freehold), £600; 16, nbtee Go Colt-street, Limehouse (Freehold), £515; 270 and 
ote High-road, Leytonstone, £550; and 6-16, St. Anne’s-row, St. Anne-street, Lime- 
ouse, £275. 








Waknine fo rnteNpING Hovuss Purcuasers AND Lessers.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt ot ful particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.”’--[Apvrt.]} 


For Txroat Irerration anp Coven.—‘‘Eppss Glycerine Jujubes’”’ 
sew 8 prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 


WINDING UP NOTICES. . 
London Gasette.—Faivay, Jan. 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep m CHANogRY. 


Aronwen PortLaxp Cement Co, pepen (1x eee Seneenemen —Creditors are 
required, on or before March 13, to send their nam~s and addresses, 
of of thelr debts or claims, to ‘harles Augustus Whitfield, 18, Bishopsgate st ithin 

BirmincHaM CENTRAL — Co, a are required, vn or befo:e March 1, 
to send in their names and th > adtheminas ot thelr debts ox dlaienn te 
Mr Henry Walker, 1 —. 2, Waterloo st, 

Brackxpoot Coat Co, ye are required, on or before F-b 27. to send their 
names and addre-ses. and the particulars of Their debts or claims, to Joha Harrison 
Robinson, Talbot chmbrs, Blackpoul 

a Hapiey & Co. od chhaeon alk See aioe ot oe FT ee » ae 10, fo ont 

eir names a of their debts cr i to An 
Ellis, Mitre Works, Eyre st, Spring Hill, Birmingham. Pinsent & Co, Birmingham, 
solors to liquidator 

GroRGE ames, Sen eager nai bp my on or befors March $ a send their 


<i. : debts or claims, to Mr John 
Armitage, Water lane Dye t orks, Bradford. Mumford & Co, Bradford, solors for 


Gotpen Britisu Corum, eid yh - i are required, on or before 


Feb 24, to send the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Frederick ie Herbert Wil 6, pond fs 
Granam Sreamsuip Co, eg 


are required, on or before March 11, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Fothergill Graham, Cail’s bigs, Quay Newcastle on Tyne. Wilkinson & Marshall, 
Newcastle on Tyne, solors uidator 
Herpevserc Proprietary Mixixa Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 2 § oo = Dellot aad Themes ot — Sar She 
claims, to well, Bradberry, 16, 8t. len’s place. 
Guedalla & Cross, 21, Essex st, Strand, solors to liquidators 
Hammonps Marapecte Gotp Mixes DEVELOPMENT, ae — an order made by 
Wright, J., ~_ Jan 12 it was ordered — the voluntary winding up of the company 
be continued. Hoare, 15, New Broad st, solor to 
Lonpoy AND HampsteaD Battery Co, Limrrep (1x Liquipatioy)—Creditors are required, 
debts San eo = oat I ong LL. Sane ¢ 5 ~— PRorfolk Strand 
ebts or claims, enry psor le "on House, st, 
Macyesite Co, Lumrrep—Creditors are required. on or before March 20, to send their 
Fearn A ap addresses, and the pustioeiens of their debts or claims, to to William Wiam Henry 
ten 
MasHonaLanD Expioration axp Trapiye Syxpicate, Linrrep—Creditors are required, 
on or before a3 1, to send their names es, and the particulars 
debts and claims, to Granville tmith, 16, Leadenhall st 
Mowarcu Sy Sage b iurren— Been, to ’ winding up, pI ony Jan 25, ones & be 
heard on Feb 18, or » Moorgate place, solors for petners. 
a must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
eb 17 


Satine Sure “ B.1” Co, Limtep—Peta for mas Apecti, cen Jan 23, “—-y" to be 
heard Feb 18. Reep & Co, 4, Great St. Thoma: Queen st, solors for ¥ 
eee SE ues at SEE Wie ee not Jater than 6 o'clock the 
afternoon of Feb 17 

Sarst Martiys SynpicaTe, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 23, directed to 
be heard on Feb 18. Kisch & Co, 3, Barbican, solors for = oo. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 17 


Samvet Suite & Co, eg yy required, on or before March Hi to send 
their names and ad the particulars of their debts or claims, to’ Bertram 
Milne Milne and Samuel eee Th orton Dyeworks, Bradford. Mumford & Co, 


Bradford, solors for liquidator 
we oo Gonsensstea mien Gale are ag ee pwn a il, to send 
eir names dresses, =o of their or claims, Romeu, 
9, New Broad st. Clarke, Broad st solor for liquidator 
Srvefore March 95, to send thelr tsvesranes, Co, Lara: the particulars of thee debes 
ore 25, to names ap 
to Wi ‘Walthall Macdonnell Miller, 


or claims, to , Portland House, Basinghall st. 

cweet & Stephenson, solors to liquidator 
Stockton MALLEABLE —~ | Lontep—Creditors are required, on or before March 30, 
to send their names and sees, and the articulate of thar debts or claims, to 
Marshall Fowler, George Kewby, J John Wilson W: William Edwin Pease, 
Stockton Malleable Iron Works, Stockton on Watson & Co, Stockton on Tees, 


pe ane = for liquidators 


Vimeos, Lint ~Petn for fan 23, directed to be bent a ES 
18. Drake & Co, 24, 


Rood = . 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 17 
Worruixe Constirutionat Crvs Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
20, to send their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Mr. W. H. Waterman, Chapel rd, Worthing 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


WAkeErietD Worrrsc Men’s Coat Crus, Limrep, Wakefield, Yorks. Jan 9 


London Garette-—Tvespay, Jan, 31 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luotep ry CHanozer. 


Barn Maxvractvrixe Co, omens Gnas us peuvent, on or before March 2i, to 
send their names and addresses, and be’ particulary of their debts or claims, to Mr 
John ce ciaal rot ag Partridge Stretford, nr Manchester. Rhodes, 
Manchester, solor to liqui 
Home anp Coxosrat. CycLr eae Co, Livrrep—Creditors are feet on or before 
debts or 


and particulars of 
Charles Edward Pillinger, hill 
Loxpon AND NorTarRy ASSETS CORPORATION, gen Fee are of ther debts or 
before Feb 15, to send their names and addres-es, and the particulars of 
claims, to Mr Alf: st, Mansion House. Baker & Co, 117, Cannon 
st, solors to liquidator 
New Liancouren Live anp Fivxixe Stoxe Co, ler —Creditors are required. on or 
pawmedtgt SF and addresses, and the particulars of debts or 
for ob hats 
New Ranp Gotp Mixes, Kesavan Getienem 
addresses, and the 


names and 
yson Austen Norris, 5, Laurence 
Waisn W Wuisxy Distitusry Co, Lunt 
send in their names and 


Edward Cc. Nicholls, Walbrook 
WEsTERN Lcenmaat Ween i > Ligvipatiox pinch "ol het 


StU 





all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price Th 2 and Is. a James Epps & Co., Ltd., Hommo- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr.] 





on or before March 7, to send t addresses, 
Gebts or claims to E.’ T Bernard, i, 6 and 7, Grocer’s Hall ct. Cheston & Sons, 1, Great 
Winchester st, solors 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 10. 


Rawson, Arice, Bradfield, York Feb25 Bagshawe & Co, Sheffield 
epeme The Rev Cuartes Jouy, D.C.L., Guildford Feb10 Preston & Co, Lincoln’s 


; is 
Sanperson, Henny, Birmingham Febi6é Tyndall & Co, Birmingham 

Sxrixow, Sanau, Pontefract, York Feb 11 Dunning & Co, Leeds 

Suirn,Joun Anruur Pum, Ightham, Kent Feb 21 Cartwright & Cunningham, Pater- 


noster row 
hit A.pert Jawes, Southampton, Gent ‘Feb 21 Burnand & Co v Hogge, | Twort, Tuomas Hoox, Sandhurst, Kent, Farmer Feb10 Stenning & Co, Tonbridge 
Keke 


wich; J Paris, Southampton 
Brownie, Witriam Ronsox. Monkwearmouth, Sunderland, Ship Plater. Feb 4 Oorbv 
- Browning, Registcar, Duham Stockdale, Sunderland 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Jan. 20. 


Tuomas, Witt14m Rosert, Bournemouth Feb18 Waterfall y Robson, Master Villiers 
jun, Bournemouth 


Wir eae Kynastox, Maida Vale, Metal Broker Feb 27 Budd & Co, Austin 


TS 

Wescompz, Seitxa, Bridgwater, Somerset Feb 6 Brice, Bridgwater 

Witsoy, Cuartes, Louth, Auctioneer Feb 28 Bell & Ingoldby, Louth 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Jan. 17. 


Tawarres, rr Bina Hirst, Bradford Feb 20 Thwaites y Thwaites, Romer, J Vint, | Ans, Atsenr Eowarv, Wavertree, Lancaster, Financial Agent Feb 15 Watkins, 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 27. 
Newmarke 


ARBER, eer, Newmarket St Mary, Suffolk, Stone Mazon Febié d’Albani & Ellis, 


sn. Rev Wititam Dyer, Milton es, Devon, Clerk March 1 Lincey v| Bapnur, Rowsaxo Jony, Wellington, Salop, Auctioneer Feb 28 Wade & Son, 


bert, North, J Peter, Holsworthy, Devo Shrewebu 


Toursox, ANNA Manis, Queensberry pl, South Kensington Feb 23 Keith y Canterbury, | pice, Josern, _ ae Cornwall Feb6é Littleton-Geach, St Agnes, Scorrier * 


Romer, J Chapman, Henrictta st, Cavendish sq 





. chester 
UNDER 22 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or CLam. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Jan. 13. 


Beavaxs, Jonatnax Mires, Prudoe, Northumberland, Outfitter Feb 9 Mather & 
Dickinson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Backman, Tomas, Canterbury, 3 Feb 18 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 


Birp, Mary Anxz, Cambridge Feb15 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 

Brasp, it a Wiseuay, Manchester, Provision Merchant March1 Phythian & Blan), 
Corrock, Ricuarp, Pimlico Aspden, Chorley 

FirzGeraup, JANeE Mania Exizazetu, Oxford Feb 24 Dawson & Co, New sq 

Gibbs, oe Ree Epwarp, and Mrs Rosa Gisss, Highfleld, nr Southampton March10 Green 


pton 
HEskern, Ase Manzi Auice, North Meols, Lancs Feb15 Buck & Co, Preston 
Houses, Hevry Gare, Islington March 14 Waller & Sons, Coleman st 
Hoxeysurne, Ropert, Bridport, Dorset Jan 28 Whetham, Bridport 


Seeesnanen, Whscsan Henry, Manchester, Carrier Feb 20 Marshall & Ashwell, Stoke Honxe, Jous, Camden Town Feb 16 Brown, Lincoln's inn fields 


upon Tren’ 
Branston, Groncs, Allesley, Warwick, Farmer Feb 25 Kirby & Sons, Coventry 
Bourtirr, Mary, Urswick, Lancs Jan28 Butler, Broughton in Furness 
Cann, Axx, Great Marlow, Bucks Feb 14 Harding & Goode, Birmingham 
Cuersman, Toomas, St. James’ street Feb 28 Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 
Crask, Grorce Hurst, Dover Feb 18 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
Cowan, Mrs Axxa Dr Moor, Cardigan Feb 28 Davies, Aberystwyth 
Dawson, Mania, Leverton, Lincoln March1 Millington & Simpson, Boston 
Duyspox, Jony, Corsham, Wilfs Jan 23 Keary & Co, Chippenham 
Epwakps, Joux, Coraham, Wilts, Farmer Jan28 Keary & Co, Chippenham 
Evays, Revecca, Netherton, nr Dudley, Worcester Feb 4 Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudley ‘ Bedford row 


1 Gates, Brighton 


Hunt, Epuvunp, Prestatyn, Flint Feb 25 Pierce-Lewis, Prestatyn 

Hurst, EvLex ALEXANDER, Stoneycroft, Liverpool March1 Gill & Co, Liverpoo 
Jackson, CHanLes Keats, Bognor, Sussex March1 S‘affurth & Staifurth, Bognor 
Jrerrery, Epwarp, Barnsley, York,Surgeon Feb 28 Laura Simes Saunders, Eastbourne 
Jervis, JEssiz Ex1zaseras, Eccleshall, Stafford Feb 25 Hand & Co, Stafford 

eat pogeeae CuAkLEs, and Saran Eastwoop Joygs, Buxton Feb 28 Ireland, Man- 


es 
Kaye, Jaues ALEXANDER, East Sussex County Lunatic Asylum, Haywards Heath Jan 


8 
Krirsorp, Rev Fraxcis, Hexham Feb15 Charlton, Hexham 
Ksieut, Esty Sornta, Church rd, De Beauvoir Town Feb 28 Dunkerton & Son, 


Feravson, Ettex Warnunrtos, Titabur, Assam, India Jan31 Nalder, Shepton Mallet | Maxis, Tuomas, Tadcaster, York, Farmer March1 Dunn, Leeds 
Frower, be ee Park st, Dorset sq, Builder Feb4 Indermaur & Co, Devonshire aeons _ Henry Armstronc, Langham, nr Colchester Feb 25 Peddar, Old 


road 8 
Francis, Wittias 'uRNER, Crediton, Devon, Yeoman March1 Everahed & Shapland, | Oxensriper, Right Hon Wirtras Jounx Viscount, Seventh Baron Monson, Lincoln 


Brigh’ 
Greeninc, Hanniet, Wootton, Berks Feb 25 Galpin, Oxford 
GarEnwoop, Jous Wit1iAM, Accrington, Waste Dealer Feb 8 Sprake, Accrington 
Genta, “Wreusan How ert, Bubbenhall, Warwick, Farmer Feb 25 Kirby & Sons, 


ventry 
Gruss, Mania Exizapetu, Ealing March1 Goodbody & Tisdall, Dublin 
Hatt, Maria, Wandsworth Feb13 Cooper & Bake, Portman st 


tortford 


Feb 28 Boxall & Boxall, Chancery In 
Panisg, Carorint, Bishop’s Stortford, Hertford Feb 21 Baker & Thorneycroft, Bishop 
Pottock, Mariya FLatnotm, Wimbledon Feb 16 Capron, Clement's inn 
Pottock, Ropgrt James, Wimbledon Feb16 Capron, Clement’s inn 
Poysrorp, THomas, Minehead, Somerset Feb 28 Ponsford & Co, Minehead 
Procror, Cuar.es, Burslem, Stafford Feb1 Bennett & Baddeley, Hanley 


Hiaarxs, Starars, Lower Broughton, Lancs, Horse Dealer Feb 25 Phythian & Bland, | Rirrexsr, Daren Jacques Emrte, Huddersfield Feb 18 Piercy, Huddersfield 


Hottayp, Saran Axx, New York, US A Feb 20 Threlfall, Southport 
Hoxmes, Heizn Mitcuert, Southport Feb 13 Dayman & Fisher, Tiverton 
Jings, Ricnanp, Marple, Chester, Boat Builder Jan 28 Pownall, Ashton under Lyne 








Nicholl & Co, Hi 


Roszrts, Luzweiyry, Stockton on Tees Feb 28 Tweedy, Stockton on Tees 
Sant, Cetia, Kenwyn, Cornwall Jan 20 Bennetts, Truro 
Su i at Rt Hon Fyrue Avcusta Ayna Sryrmovunina Countess of, Belgrave sq, 


Keresit, Fraxcis Price, Cheshunt, Herts Feb 15 Van Sandau & Co, King st, Cheapside | guert, a 2 aac, Acton Feb 16 hy Lincoln’s inn fields 


Latnam, Joun Francis, Chelsea Feb 13 Murray & Co, Birchin lane 

Luyx, Bexsamry, Birmingham, Tailor March1 Baker, Birmingham 

Mack, Samver Moniz, Paris Feb 27 Crump & Son, Philpot In 

Nasu, Pizrrt Van Bencex, Liverpool, Merchant Feb 24 Radcliffe & Co, Liverpool 
Pace, James AnprEw, Plymouth March 16 Wilson, Plymouth 

PakeEyuan, Hon Mrs Sorma Frances, Hayward’s Heath, Sussex Feb15 Bell & Co, 


Surproy, Anne Catnening, York Feb15 Norton & Howe, Manchester 

Soiomon, Apzxarpe, Seville, St Ann, Jamaica Feb 28 Davis, Mcorgate st 

Sowerby, Juttana Cecitra, Rushyford, Durham March 25 Gedge & Co, Gt George st 
Swa iow, James Epmunp, Derby Feb 28 Robotham & Co, Derby 

| Sari, oo nig Brookfields, Birmingham, Electro Plater Feb 20 Perry & 


irming 
’sinn fields Taytor, Puitre Meavows, Maidenhead, Berks Feb 28 HP & J H Cobb, Lincoln’s 


Porter, Tuomas Wi111,n, Strand, Jeweller Feb14 Vandercom & Co, Bush In 
Parstoy, Josep, Dewsbury, York, Woollen Manufacturer Feb 265 Chadwick & Sons, 
Dewsbury 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Friway, Jan. 27. Jan34 Ord Jan 2 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Om, Jae, helena, Coal Agent Cheltenham Pet 


Jan 28 
Basser, 1 Beaxcts, Truro, Cattle Dealer ‘Truro Pet Jan | | Desras, Joux, Aberdare, Glam, Trovelling Draper Aber- 
re Pet Jan %4 
Biackwett, Watrer Jonx, Chepstow, Meat Vend | Gamxer, THomas Wit.1AM, Ipswich, Baker Ipswich Pet 
Newport:Mon Pet Deo) Ord Jan «| JaS Ohtas. 
Buiaoxstoxz, Davip, Liy: Cabinet “Manufacturer | Grorxz, Henry Y tre, aa, Tailor’s Manager 
Pet Tan 2 Ord Jan 3 | Wakefield Pet Jano’ OrdJan 
Brort, Henry Lessry, Manchester, Chemist Manchester | Grieg, Witt1am Henry Paw in Tantagion by Sundoet, 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 Cornwall, Butcher Truro Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 
Boss, “Hexry Lz Be Dover, Licensed Victualler | | Hanrpixe, THOMAS, and ALBERT Joun Tasme, Diimeanbe, 
PetJen23._Ord Jan 28 Dealers Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 10 
Brasyy, hogs oy? hey Fag hg Comwall, General Dealer | _—— HARLES as aleee 2 an eae Deeoet Bury 
Truro dmun ‘an 23 
~~ Watter Ronrrr, Faken m, eee, Post- ag uses, Leicester, Hoot Manufacturer Leicester 
mee. a oe dg Fn Jan 24 5 Pet Ji ~~ Ord Jan 28 ae 
HAW, Josep, Birstal cester, Beerho cxsox, Jouy, Bursl Farmer Hanley 
Leicester Pet Jain me ee ee mS 


a ‘Wnuatam, Great Grimsby, Boot Maker Great | Jackson, Witazasi a oe, York, Plamber Dews- 


| Coney, Soomon, See, Hardware Dealer High (Court 
Pet Jan25 Ord Ji 
| Core, THomas Groncr, Bradford, Tailor Bradford Pet 


Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 bury - Pet Jan 11 


ony THomas, Carnarvon * Bigs Pet Jan 11 Jomxapm, Daren, Bolten, Wheelwright Bolton Pet Jan 


‘an 24 ‘an 2: 
Gum tomas, Wal Walwoith rd, Butcher High Court Pet — ah gs Lalocster, Fish Dealer Leicester Pet Jan 
an 








elds 
| Tnovtp, Ruopa, Wednesbury, Stafford Feb1S Corbett, Darlaston 
Tyrrevt, Wit1i41m, Ashton, Somerset, Hauling Contractor March1 King, Bristol 


Jones, Joux, i Gehwya, Carnarvons, Grocer Bangor Pet 
21 


Ord Jan 21 
ea. = s, Joux, Lan semeveny, Haulier Carmarthen Pet Jan 
an 2 
May. ; ‘ Ganen Old , st, Clerk High Court Pet 
Jan13 Ord Jan 25 


Marcatre, Procrer, fast, Rag Merchant Dewsbury 
Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 

Rariey, JAMES Wises Moureant, Gosport, Builder 

8 Wins tet, Wothinn B ild Brigh 

AWLE, WILLIAM Henny jnilder ton 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 te 


8u eee Sapasn, Wrenbury, Farmer N&@ntwich Pet Jan 23 

Ormmars. 7am Joun, Liandudno, Painter Bangor PetJan24 

TAYLor, as CHARLES a Eisestos, Hants, 
Baker. Portsmouth Pet Jan21 Ord Jan 

be an os 7 Llanpumpeaint, Cattle Dealer Chncentioens 

Topsay, JAMES, Ore Orne mews, New Bond at, Livery 


Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Syne, Ses NCIS some Glastonbury, Innkeeper Wells 
an 

Urey, re a, Wstasht, ix, Wrosall, Iof W, Butcher New- 


Wake, Camere Morcay, Sunderland, Registrar of 
Marrieges Sunderland Pet Jani12 Ord Jan 25 








-_ nae. a ee Oe 
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Wages Gxrorcz, Burmantofts, Leeds, Chairmaker. Leeds 


‘an 23 og 
Waricut, Epwix, sen, eat Grimsby, Grocer Great 
Grimsb, 


y Pet Jon‘ 21 ond Jan 21 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


CHAMBERS, nym, = aly sa 1a aibese “ 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Broa, Henry Lessry, Manchester, Chemist Feb 3 at 3 
Byrom . Manchester . 
Seana 1LLiAM HENRY, ie, aati, Grocer Feb 3 at 11 
Off Rec, Figtree in, Sheffi 
Seawste wh Shisids, Master Mariner Feb 6 
B Rt. Water Rosert, Fakenham, Norfolk, Post- 
~ master Feb4ati2 Off Ree, 8, Norwich 


CHORLTON, Face Northendon, Cheah Painter Feb 3 
at 10.45 Off Rec, County Chmbrs, pl, Stock- 


uae, Joms Frepericx, Newent, Glos, Farmer Feb 4 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Station rd, See 


Salen Apranam, Bow, ‘ater Manufacturer 

Feb 3 at 2.30 Bankruptc anomie 
Fraser, CATHERINE Louisa W, James st mansions, Buck- 
gate Feb 3 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey st 
Ort, Ano Ferieer ane Lng | h..~, Merchant Feb 6 at 11 
eins Builder Feb 3 at 2.90 
Goutp, Epwagp, gif Draper Feb 3 at3 29, 
Queen st, 


Harpinc, Tuomas, and Assert Joun Haxpixa, a 
Dealers Feb 4 at 11 King’s Arms 


Hotel, —__ 
at i Otiver Tom, Chisledon, Wilts, a Guguater Feb 6 


GoLpswosTHY, J, 


Off Rec, 46, Cricklade 
Hitt, Emma Jane, Eccleshall Shell, Lieowet Victualler 
Feb 3 at 4 Off Ree, In, Sheffield 


Screen, James, Leicester, Manufacturer Feb 3 at 
12.30 Of Reo, 1, Berridge st, 
ey Jouy, Leeds Feb6at12 Off Rec, 22, Park 


Secu Jouy, and Suits Waits, Ni Lancs, Con- 
tesotore Feb 3 at 12.30 Eechatgeiiotel, Nicholas st, 


Burnl 
Jones, Bowsnn, ap ge Fish Dealer Feb 3 at 3 Off 
Jongs, Jonx, Liandovery, Haulier Feb 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Q Carmarthen 


4, Queen st, 

Jones, THOMAS Sreanas, and § Mer- 

enchant. Feb 3 at 8 as, High ay Merthyr 

Lruey, ah pe 6 at 12 
erth 


in, Sheffield 
Marm, Epwanrp, p, Hating Butcher | Feb 4at 11.30 Off Rec, 
Mercatre, Josey Surru, Teds Draper FebGatll Off 
Reo, 22, Park row, Leeds 
—_— np pane a West Victoria st: Liverpoo Joiner Feb 6 at 
Sivenes, Se Seam pepeae Ghaion a aregeel Feb 3 at 10.50 
urt house, Palmyra sq, 
Mv area WIitFrip Viawetes wr Cardlf, Printer Feb 6 at 
29, Cardiff 
aoe Norfolk, Hay Mer- 
4al 
Puturs, Wea Go Feb 4 at 11.90 
Off Queen 


P In Rowds, Wilts, Farmer 
“Rae UEL KERMAN, 
ati2 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Ream, Wittiam Ropert, Copthall avenue Feb 8 at 2,30 
Rosenrts, ELKANAH, me os omen Agu Feb 
Satll.30 Off _ 


Roserts, Tuomas, Fontyevame, @ a Bolter Feb 5 at 
2.80 29, Queen st, 

sosje ibis OF ters, Sigua Sonam 

—- T Grosvenor, V: Westuninater Feb Sat 


Garey at 
—-— haps yy hee - t Gms Feb Sat1l Off Rec, 15, 


borne st, Gt Grimsb: 
SENDALL. GzoRGE, Som on Severn, Be Sian, Butcher 


8 Feb ‘o* Olt Reo tion rd, Gloucester ath, 
TATHAM, WALTER DavxieL Haymes Ei Sussex, 

Bigh hway | > aaa Feb 3 at 3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 

TREVOR, "heey D, Strand, Actor Feb10at2.30 Bank- 
ruptoy bldgs, y st 

‘Warp, Jos1ag, Paiste hn ad Salesman Feb 10 at 12 

Witcox, Gzorcz, as or atil Off Rec, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bassett, Fraxcis, Truro, Cattle Dealer Truro Pet 
25 Ord Jan 25 
Beavcierg, F BE, Piccadilly High Court Pet Nov 17 


Boss,. Hexny Le Burr, Dover, 

Bn Tyiden Ord Jan 28 

ABYN, ony, Feock, Cormvall, General Dealer 
‘Truro wuss J 24 Ord Jan 24 


BraDFignD, Waiter Roserr =p Norfolk, Post- 
master Norwich Pet Jan yy 24 
eB Jans same Pa] totocsten, Shoe Mercer Leicester 


Wain, a Great , Boot Maker Great 


P H Be Beat 
bales Feb 4 CHARD. 
chant Feb Off Reo, 


, Worcester, Gencral Dealer 
Bromwiah Poe Jan i2 Ord Jan 23 
Canter, Atrrep James, 
High Court 


Rickmansworth, Herts, Printer 
Pet Dec 14, Ord Jan 24 





Ganrietp, Jutia Mary, Colesbill, Warwicks, Farmer 
Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan As 


Garver, Tuomas Pty eae Ipswich, Baker Ipswich Pet 
G ots oo W. Wann Wakefield, Tailor’s Manager 
LoyNe, Henry WALTER, Y 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 
Goopmay, Lovis, Manchester Pet Dec 20 
Ord Jan 25 
Gray, Gzorez, Luton, Seana, Coal Merchant Luton 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 
Gace, Witt1am Heyry ' Llanteglos by Demaiienl, 
tcher Truro Pet J i Ord Jan 


Harpine, Tuomas, and i. Joun Harvixe, 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 24 
Hintoy, Jaume, Leicester, Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Jan Ord Jan 23 
eee ~ on, Burslem, Staffs Hanley Pet Jan24 Ord 


Jan 
JONES, ee Llandovery, Haulier Carmarthen Pet Jan 21 
Ord Jan 21 
os Blackpool, Solicitor Preston Pet Jan 11 
Kirsy, Frepericx Hat, “Ty pL Evendiiie, Ons » Cxnaulting 


High Court Pet Dec 
Liykx, rey eee A, eolaes High Court Pet 
Deci Ord Jan 


Lowixe, JosEPH Warren, } + eetae Builder High 
Court Pet Dec28 Ord Jan 


Lucas, Atyrep JAMES, Huggin A Shipper High Court 
Pet Nov1i Ord Jan 24 

Masunrorp, Georce Freperick, Godhorym, Lincs, Builder 
Great Grimsby Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 25 

Nutiey, Josern, Lincs, Builder Great 

Ro ay peo 90 Ore Yen 34 | Builder Cardiff 

ERTS, er, " er 
Dec 8 Ord Jan 25 

Sarcent, Cae, Carter In, ae Manufacturer High 
Court PetJan17 Ord Jan 

Saw a] LEy Seas Bee, | Worthing, Builder Brighton Pet 


Oragam, V be os Daniel, pore & eath, Sussex 
Bf Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 23 

SurtTox, yt tay ~R-, 8. Nantwich Pet Jan 
23 Ord Jan 23 


8y: mmomee, or Llandudno, Painter Bangor Pet Jan 24 

Taytor, Epwarp ag my Hewry, Hants, Baker 
ot hee eee 

Taouse JAMES, Lanpampeat, Cattle Dealer Carma: then 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 

Touuey, Janna, New Bond a st, Savery: stable Keeper High 


Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 
ee Bhy], Flints, Flint, Farmer Bangor Pet Jan 
ae 3 puees Lie. © Glastonbury, Innkeeper Wells 
an 
Urry, ALBERT WILLIAM, Wroxall, IW, Butcher Newport 
Pet Jan 23 Jan 
Witcox, Grorcr, Leeds , Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 


Woop, i fe Jans’ On ys bidgs, Stockbroker High 
Wricur, Epwix ‘a Grimsby, Grocer Great 
Grimsby Pet Jan 


Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 20 
B G. E., 8t. John’ Clapham, Manu- 
a a SWenioworth Pet Oct 2 Ord Boo? 


London Gasetie.—Tvssvay, Jan 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Asutoy, Atrrep Enpyest, ‘Ord Sea Coal Dealer Stoke 
upon Trent Pet Jan 13 ty 
Barents, 269 3 Epwanp, Bhyl, Flint Bangor Pot Jan 
+ GxokcE, Reemmgpore, Grocer Worcester Pet 
Jan 


Jan 27 
Denia, Sasa Cert, Lane, Ovedohe 
SD BORG v 
*Blackbarn Per van a0 Or Ord Jan 26 


mous, N, we Derby, Derby Pet Jan26 Ord 


Buiiey, Cuartas Henry, peetncmbe, Devons, Builder 
Co Exeter Pee Ord Jan on 
RBuTT, ARTHUR, Birstall, +14 Dealer Dewsbury 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
Cogan, © Witu1am. Handsworth, Plumber Birmingham 


Co TH oe on 4 = betes Brickla: Newcastle 
¥. 

atm iat Aiae 
Casa, DERICK Lewis, Stokeinteignhead, Devons, 

Ord Jan 27 
Daas, See, Builder Croydon Pet Jan7 Ord 
an 
Furttox, Henry, Beds, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet Jan 27 a. Jan 27 
Gippines, Kircutver, Sutton, Cambs, Sule 


Wii" 
Biypes Focgeietet Cambridge PetJani2 Ord Ji 
eee Broker Dewsbury 
cae, Sm Torquay, Boot Dealer Exeter Pet Jan 


com ian dae 


Jostriy Jay Newtown, Mi Mostgpmery, Farmer New- 


Maveuan, Joux, Brick Manu- 
on Tyne Pet Jan 25 yy 
Senger Cae, SS, Seay Surrey Croydon Pet DecS 


Punters, Guonce Mowsn, Menefosd, Deager Hereford 
Sean “Thus Has Brynoch, nr: Bridgend, Collier 
Cardiff Jan 25 Ord J Jan 25 : 


Pirrock, Epwiy, U; ‘'almer, Kent, Butcher Canter- 
bury Pet Jan Jan 25 
Powe, Wi Baker Cheltenham Pet 


2 
Rosrssox, Arrnus, Sutton in ie Amads, Notts, Grocer 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 


Ni 
Bove, Same, Eldon st Gourt Pet Aug 23 Ord 
‘an 
SanpeRsox, Jony, York, Market Gardener 
on Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 
Suretoxs, T W, Wi Clerk Wandsworth 
Ord Jan 26 
Suitn, Jacos, Fashion st, Spitalfields High Court Pet 
Jan17 Ord Jan 26 


Surru, Joux, and Witt1Am Forp, Leeds, Rag Merchants 
Leeds Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
Licensed Victualler 
BrEED, er: U 
jen 20, Ord Sea 8 
genio f. Taomas CUTHBERTSON, Fapieted, Yorks, 
Traveller Wakefield Pet Jan 26 Ord Ji 


Tuorrk, Joux, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan 26 Ord pe 26 
Wage f+ ae, Batons, Beerhouse Keeper Bradford 


W sane "HicmanD, Ma = 5 By Cumberland, Boot Maker 
Ww ILLIAMS, Gw ILYM, eo cam, Grocer Pontypridd 


Wiseen, poo gt pot Sul, jam ia Agri rT Imple- 


Amendei notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 20: 


Warp, Frepesick, Barnfold, Lees, nr Oldham 
underLyne PetJan 17 OrdJan 17 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bassert, Faancis, Truro, Cattle Dealer Feb 8 at2 Off 
Rec, Boscawen st. Truro 
Bassett, James, Leominster, Labourer Feb 9 at 10 
4, Corn sq, Leominster 
Bors, Whain Bxey, Dudley, Hay Dealer Feb7 at 
Biacxsury, James, Dewsbury, orks, Currier Feb 7 at ii 
ai, ty 
ABYN, 
. Feb 8 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 


BripGEwarTER, Joseru HENRy, Brass Founder 


3B Feb 5 at ll -174, . 
ROWN, JAMES, 

2.30 Off Moo on at Mary’s Derby 
Buuxey, Cuaries Hewyry, St ny Ae Devon, Build 

Feb 15 at 10.456 Off Ree, 1 circus, Exeter 
Cu. Tuomas, Newington Butcher Feb 7 at 12 
Piiburn, Hardware Dealer 

Conex, Sooo bldge, = Feb 7 at 2.30 
Coe, Toomas Bronce, Bradford, Tato Feb Satil Of 
31, Manor 


Cox, Jans, Cheltenaty Goal Agent Feb 7at 4 County 


Pre <> Le Stokeinteignhead, Devon, 
Farmer Feb 15 at 10.45" Off Hee, ik Bedicrd elsean, 


Exeter 
wee ‘osern Witi1am, Lucton, Hereford Feb 9 at 10 
SR. tase, Croyicn, Builder Feb 7 at 11.30 2%, 
wey opp, Lenten 
Erc ay Hicuriecps, Whitchurch, Salop, 
‘Auctioneer Feb 9 at a Goowe , 


Forp, THomas, Pe ee 
eure Oat ait veaersion ss Birmingha Feb 8 at ll 
174, Corporation st, 


Garner’ ee Wotan, Heian, Baker Feb 7 at 11.30 
Of Ree, 


Hemarne. 

Feb9atil 45, 
HETaERINGTON, ALBERT 
Hi alae Gale Ye x 

NSLEY, 
Off Reb, 


ll Bond ter, 
Jounsox, James, Crewe, Builder Feb 9at8 Royal Hotel, 
Jonsson, Pat Bolton, Wheelwright Feb 7 at 11 16, 
Wood st, r 


tan, See Feb 9at 12 Of 
Sean ee M,_ Baileld, Coachbuilder Feb? .°— 
at 3 " of Rec, 95, chmbrs, Temple av 





26 
H Isaac, Nelson, Lancs, Market Gardener Burnley 
ANpet Jan 26° Ord Jan 26 
Henarna, _ ty Bromsgrove, Coachbuilder Wor- 
cester Pet Jan 27 


Ord Jan 27 
Licensed 





Heruesine ,+ A Epwarpv, Peckham, 
Victualler’ High Court Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 27 


uc High ob Merde Fy © 
a hy. 


Glam, Baker Feb9at 12 135, 
st, Clerk Feb 7 at 12 
Nw ines Feb 9 at 2.80 Royal 
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Partin, Bieter, Eee upon Hull, Furniture Dealer 


Feb 7 at Ree, Trinity House In, Hi 

Paruirs. Guosen oh Hereford, Draper Web 8 at 2.30 
2, Offa st, Hereford 

Powe, — Cheltenham, Baker Feb 7 at 4.30 
County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Pagst, Joux, Blackburn, Licensed Victualler Feb 15 at 
12.30 Count Court house, Blackburn 

Rapiey. James Witrrep Mvurrant, Forton, Gosport, 
Builder Feb 7 at 3 Off Ree, High st, Cambridge 
junction, Portsmouth 

Retton, Jam-s, West Aartlepool, Carrier Feb 9at3 Off 
Rec, 25, John st, Sund rland 

Rosson Jon. — Wiiuiam Henry Tursiti Jackson, 
Neweastle on 5h Engineers Feb 8 at 11.30 Off Ree, 
80, Mosley st weastie on Tyne 

Saw tr, Wiiuram Hewry, Worthing. Builder Feb 7 at 2.30 
Melvill & Co, Liverpool gins, Worthing 

Suita, Jacos Fashion st, Spitaifields Feb Sati1i Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Sraver Tuomas, Wavertree, Liverpool Feb 9 at 1030 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Starkey, Jouy, Birkby, Huddersfield, Gardener Feb 9 at 
11 Off Ree, 19, John William st, "Huddersfield 

STEED, ee = lager Bs he Builder Feb 10 at 11 


gene aerate. Taoboe, “Chester, Farmer Feb 9 at 2 
Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Taytor, Eowarp Cuar.es Henry, Southsea, Hants, Baker 
Feb a 4 Off Rec, High st, Cambridge junct, Ports- 
mou 


—— a. Llanpumpsaint, Cattle Dealer Feb 8 at | 


Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

TreveTuax, Joux, Rhyl, Flints, Farmer Feb 8 at 8 
Crypt chmbrs, East gate row, Chester 

TURNER, Ay age Joun, Glastonbury, Innkeeper Feb 8 at 
12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Watters, Watter Artuvr, Presteigne, Radnor, Tailor 
Feb 9at10 4, Corn sq, Leominster 

Wars, Josern, ‘Nottingham Hosier Feb 8 at 12 County 
Court house, St Peter’s gate, Nottingham 

Watts, Somes, Preston, Railway Guard Feb 10 at 2.30 

4, Chapel st, Preston 

WETHERELL, to arp, Skelton, Cumberland, Boot Maker 
Feb 13 at3 Off Rec, 34.-Fisher st, Carlisle 

Wierxsoy, Jonn Barrett, Thornham, Lancs, Farmer 
Feb 9atil Off Rec. Bank chmbrs, Queea st, Oldham 


Amended notices substituted for those eis in the 
London Gazette of Jan 2 

Wittiams, Ricnarp, Reading, Tailor a 2at3 Off Rec, 
95. Temple chmbrs, femple av 

Wakerorp, Cnanues Epwarp, Gravesend, Hairdresser 
Feb 6 at 11.30 115, High st, Rochester 

G@otomay, Louis, Salford Feb iat 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom 
st, Manchester 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


AsHroyx, Atrrep Erxest. Longton, ete, | Corn — 


e upon Trent Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 

BieaspaLe, Georce, Coren lon Overlooker 
burn Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

— Jems Tuomas, Bangor Bangor PetJan1i Ord | 


we JAMES, Desby, * aacagea s Labourer Derby Pet 

‘an 26 

Bettey, Cuaries eal 8t Mary Church, Devon, Builder 
Exet-r Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 


Cages, Sass, Bie ee, nr Leeds, Oil Dealer Dewsbury 


et Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 


Cn Sotomox, Kilburn, Hardware Dealer High Court 


Jan 235 Ord Jan 25 
CowLEy, WILLIAM, —- Plumber 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 
oo THOMAS. phy ay a sageives Newcastle 
on Tyne - Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 2 
OnapB.sFrepeRick Lewis [Stokeinteignhead, Devon, Farmer | 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
——, Apranam, Bow, Soda Water Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 25 


Gipoixcs, Wiit1am Kircainer, Sutton, Cambridge, | 
pm ipl y Stores Proprietor Cambridge Pet Jan 12 


Hatt, Tuomas, Batley, rom, Furniture Broker Dewsbury 
t Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
Harpisc, Janes, Torquay, Boot Dealer Exeter Pet Jan 
2 Ord Jan 
Hangers, Isaac, Nelson, seen, Market Gardener Burnley 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan % 


anne, Degpenicr, Bromegrov e, Coachbuilder Worces- 


an27 Ord J 
Heywarp, Wituram Sp ook, Newton Abbot, Devon, Corn 
Merchant Exeter Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 23 


Hinsizy, Amos, Goole, York, Working Maltster Wake- 
field Pet Jan 26 ‘Ord Jan 28 

Hvpsritx, Tuomas, Sunderland, Beethout Keeper Sun- 
derland Pet Jan2? Ord Jan 

Jackson, WiLt14M Heyny, Morey, York, Plumber Dews- 
bury Pet Jan 11 

Jounsoy. Peter, Bolton, Wheelwright Bolton Pet Jan 
24 Ord Jan 24 

Mavaeuax, Jouy, Blyth, Reeteetenl, Brick Manu- 
facturer Neweastle on Tyne Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

May, Grorcez, Old Burlington st. Cherie High Court Pet 
Jan13 Ord Jan 27 

Puiiirrs. GroreE ru, Hereford, Draper Hereford 
Pet Janz7 Ord Janz 

PHILLIPS. THOMAS Tk pay y nr Bridgend, Collier 

ardiff Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 

Pow! ELL. Witt1am Cheltenham, Beker Cheltenham Pet 
Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Rospiysoys. Artuur Sutton in .~T Notts, Grocer 

a Nottingham Pet an & coe 

opinson Samurt, Newport, G) Stafford 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Jan 26 ” 

SaNDERSON, JOHN, Cottingham, York, ioe Gardener 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 28 Ora J 

Suitu, Jony, and Forp. Wiiu1am. Leeds, og 3 Merchants 

8 Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASA MAKERS. 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
To an, i , the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 


nch, ae Seapee of London, &c. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns: 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





Spooner, ALrrep Jauzs, New Malden 5 Basrey. Butcher’s 
gent h Court Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 
Streep, James, Upper Holloway, Builder High C Court Pet 
Jen 28 Ord Jan 28 
Torre, Joun, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 


| WETHERELL, Ricuarp, Skelten, Cumberland, Boot Maker 
Cariisle Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 
Wurret, James Osporne, Bath, Licensed Victualler Bath 
Pet Jani1 Ord Jan 25 
| Wasa 3 i Joun, Plaistow High Court Pet Nov2 
r 
Yoxatt, Peter, aan Paperhangings Dealer Hanle: 
Pet Jan10 Ord J we ies d 
Amended notice substituted for that published i in the 
London Gazette of Jan. 20 
Warp, Frepericx Lees, near Oldham itaientigtens 
Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDERS RESCINDED. 


Joxgs, Cuaries, St Leonards, Sussex, Director High 
Court Ree Ord June 4, 1897 Adj June 10, 1897 Rese 
& Annul Jan 27, 1849 

| Tuomas, ~REDERICK, Ammanf rd, Llandebie, Carmarthen, 

Wheelwright RecOrdJan7,1899 AjdJan11 Resc 
& Annul Jan 21 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


| Devenritt, Joun, Nottingham, Joiner Nottingham Adj 
April 9,1896 Annul Jan 25, 1899 











Subscription, PAYABLE I{N ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
WEEKLY REPORTER, tn wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s, Soxtorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s. Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5e. 6d. 


| | 
| 
| 
| 
| age, 52s, 


Birmiogham | 





R. CUTHBERT SPURLING, M.A., 
B.C.L. (Oxto First Class Honours, late Scholar 
| of Christ Church itor of “Smith’s Common Lew,” 
continues to PREPARE, pereonally or in small classes, 
| for the Bar, and for Oxford, Cambridge, and Durham 
gal Examinations. 

Bar Examinations of 1898—71 “yz up, 60 passed. June, 
1898, B.C.L. (Oxford) gained by a pupil; November, 
1898, Law Special, Part II. (Cambridge), 2 sent up, both 
passed. 

Address, 11, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


R. F, F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., 30, 
Bedford-row, W.C., continues to Prepare for the 
Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate Examinations personally 








= by post. Payment by result. Particulars on appli- 
cation. 





THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898. 


BY Sadie? AUTHORITY, 


Byery requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 





= BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


MEMORANDA and snes yd ASSOCIATION 


peedily printed in the ‘orm for re; tion and 
ee Pn SHARE obieFiricates, b ret ty ay 


CHEQUES = age and FICIAL 
SEALS designed an: d executed. No ate Sketches. 


Account Books. 





Solicitors’ 


RICHARD FLINT & 6O,, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LON DON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


MESSBS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
6, IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., 
308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W., and 
117,WESTEERN ROAD, BRIGHTON. (Established 1773. 








Mf BSsBs. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
L street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 
fouses which they have for Sale, Particulars on applica- 
tion, Surveys and Valuations attended to. 

JULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1807 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 





or 
MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 
Telegraphic Address—“ Futtex, Horsey, Lonpoy.” 
Telephone No. 746 Aveyvr. 





COMPLETE VALUATIONS for the LEGAL PROFESSION, 
EXECUTORS, &c., of Personal and Household Effects 
according to the requirements of H.1. Court of Probate. 


SPINK 


1& 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 


& SON, 


17 & 18, PICCADILLY, LONDON, W. 
ESTABLISHED 1772. 


PROMPTITUDE. 


LOW CHARCES. 


DISTANCE NO OBJECT. 


Compleye 
Spr 0 shale 


lualions 














